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SOCIETY, 


THE LAW GUARANTEE AND TRUST 
LIMITED, : 


FULLY SUBSCRIBED CAPITAL - = £2,000,000 
PAID-UP AND ON CALL - -+- - - £200,000 
RESERVE FUND - - - = = = £180,000 


FipELIry GUARANTEES OF ALL KINDS. ADMINISTRATION AND LUNACY 
Bonps, MoRTGAGE, DEBENTURE, LICENSE, AND CONTINGENCY 
INSURANCE. TRUSTEESHIPS FOR DEBENTURE-HOLDERS, &C. 





HEAD OFFICE: 49, Chancery-lane, W.C. | CITY OFFICE: 56, Moorgate-street, E.C. 
IMPORTANT TO SOLICITORS 
X In Drawing LEASES or MORTGAGES of x 
LICENSED PROPERTY 
To see that the Insurance Covenants include a policy covering the risk of 
LOSS OR FORFEITURE OF THE LICENSE. 

Suitable clauses, settled by Counsel, can be obtained on application to 
THE LICENSES INSURANCE CORPORATION AND 
GUARANTEE FUND, LIMITED, 

24, MOORGATE STREET, LONDON, E.C. 

Mortgages Guaranteed on Licensed Properties promptly, without 
special valuation and at low rates. 


LEGAL AND GENERAL LIFE ASSURANCE 
SOCIETY. 














ESTABLISHED 1836. 





FUNDS - - - ° - £ 4,100,000 
INCOME - - - + = £500,000 
YEARLY BUSINESS (1902) nearly £ 2,000,000 
BUSINESS IN FORCE - - £15,232,000 





Tuk PERFECTED SYSTEM of Life Assurance is peculiar tc this Society 
and embraces every modern advantage. 


PERFECTED MAXIMUM POLICIES. 


Wrrsovr Prorrrts. 
The Rates for these Whole Life Policies are very moderate. 











‘Age Premium Age | Premium | Age | Premium 
as ih Bosh | Pr 
20 |£178°%/| 30 | $116 % | 40 | 2 10%, 








41,000 POLICY WITH BONUSES 
According to last results. 
Valuation at 2} p.c. :—Hm. Table of Mortality. 


Duration | 10 yrs. 








40 yrs, | 
£2,067 


30 yrs. 


£1,724 


20 yrs. 
£1,438 








Amount of Policy £1,199 





Full information on application to 
THE MANAGER, ro, FLEET STREET, LONDON. 
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Current Topics. 


Ir 1s announced that the Lord Chief Justice, and Wiis and 
CHANNELL, JJ., will sit as a Divisional Court during the whole of 
the ensuing sittings, and that Bienam, J., will take charge of 
the Commercial Court. 





We reJorce that our recent notice of the late Mr. Joszera 
Lucas, who was admitted a solicitor seventy years ago, has woke 
up our esteemed correspondent who has in charge the interests 
of the Father of the Profession for the time being. We thought 
it would be curious if he tamely submitted to the dethroni 
of his latest candidate for this extensive paternity, an 
it will be found from his letter, which is printed else- 
where, that he substantiates the claim of Mr. R. J. 
Exmerson, of Sandwich, to the position. Both Mr. Lvoas and 
Mr. Emmerson were admitted in 1833, but the latter has con- 
tinued up to the present year to take out his certificate, while 
Mr. Lucas retired from practice some ten years or so. A 
retired ‘‘ Father” would be an anomaly, hence Mr. Munton’s 
recent nomination remains We shall be glad to hear 
whether Mr. F. J. Betrour (called in 1833, and who our corres- 
pondent surmises is the Father of the Bar) has been recently 
seen in the flesh. His name appears in this year’s Law List, 
but it is odd that there is no notice of him in Foster’s “‘ Men at 
the Bar.” 





Tue pEcrston of the Circuit Court of Appeals in the United 
States which prohibits the Northern Securities Co. from 
holding stock in the Northern Pacific and Great Northern 
Railway companies has excited much interest among Americans, 
and is thought to be a blow against the system by which the 
law against trusts and mergers has for some time been success- 
fully evaded. Englishmen who are interested in the law of 
railways must often be perplexed when they read of the manner in 
which railway companies are absorbed or controlled in the United 
States. In England an amalgamation of such companies can only 
be obtained by Act of Parliament, and the Railways Clauses Act, 
1863, has provided machinery by which working agreements are 
liable after a certain interval to be revised by the Board of Trade. 
But in reading the news from America it seemed to the ordinary 
Englishman that railway undertakings were bought up and 
absorbed very much as if they were private firms, and without 
any intervention on the part of the State. In the reports and 
balance-sheets of railway companies there often appeared under 
the head “Investments,” quantities of the ordinary or 
“common” stock of different railway companies. This stock 
was, of course, acquired with the object of securing votes in 
these companies, and thereby, at some time or other, seouring 
control over them. The decision of the Circuit Court disallows 
the votes in respect of all stock acquired with this object. The 
case will, of-course, be taken to the Supreme Court of the 
United States, but even if the decision of the court below should 
be affirmed, we hear that there will be fresh attempts to evade 
the law. 





WE parr elsewhere a letter from a correspondent raising the 
question whether the qercene of freehold — is a 
permigsible investment for trustees under the Act, 1893, 
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Our correspondent expresses the opinion that the investment is 
not permissible, but he suggests that a view to the contrary has 
gained some currency. for ourselves we should have no 
hesitation in saying that our correspondent is right, and that a 
ound-rents makes himself liable for 


trustee who purchases 
any loss which may result on realization. The Act authorizes 
the investment of trust funds “on real or heritable securities in 
Great Britain and Ireland,” and there appears to be no ground 
for supposing that the purchase of real property is included in 
the investment of money on the security of such property. If 
this were so, the curious result would follow that trustees would 
be able to put the trust money into property up to its full value by 
purchasing, though if they were only lending on the security of the 
property they would have to allow a margin for depreciation. 
The purchase of ground-rents is, of course, the purchase of 
house property subject to a long lease, and trust money may be 
applied where there is an express power to invest it in the 
purchase of freehold hereditaments, even though they are to be 
‘in possession”: Re Peyton’s Trust (L. R. 7 Eq. 463). But in 
the absence of such express power, trustees, if they invest in 
ground-rents at all, must invest in the usual way upon a mort- 
gage of such rents. The case of Vickery v. Evans (33 Beavy. 
376) shews, however, that in investing on mortgage of ground- 
rents, the margin of value need not be so large as in an 
ordinary mortgage, because the value of the houses may be 
taken into account. A sum of £3,530 had there been invested 
on mortgage of freehold ground-rents amounting to £176, the 
value of which was about £4,350. The rack-rents were £1,000. 
Romitty, M.R., held that the security was sufficient, pointing 
out that, since the landlord would take possesion if the rents 
were not paid, the interest was secured, not only by the amount 
of the reserved rents, but also by the value of the houses. Thus 
it seems to follow that trustees are not restricted to advancing 
only two-thirds of the capitalized value of the ground-rents, but, 
treating the ground-rents as for practical purposes absolutely 
secured, they may require only such a margin as will allow for 
‘yariation in the number of years’ purchase which ground-rents 
will from time to time realize. 





Tue Covrt of Appeal have decided in Thompson v. Gill (ante, 
p- 418) that a Scotch ‘‘decreet” registered in England under 
the Judgments Extension Act, 1568 (31 & 32 Vict. c. 54), can 
be enforced by the appointment of a receiver by way of equitable 
execution. Doubtless this carries out the object of the Act, 
which was to enable Seotch and Irish judgments on 
registration here to be enforced in the same manner as 


difficulty arising upon the language of section 4 of the Act 
can be got over. By section 1 a certificate of an Irish judgment, 
and by section 3 a certificate of a Scotch decreet, might be 
registered in the Court of Common Pleas, and thereupon “all 
proceedings ” might be taken on such certificate as if the judg- 
ment of which it was a certificate had been a judgment daigleally 
obtained on the date of registration in the Court of Common 
Pleas. The words of this provision are very general, and, if 
there was nothing more, it seems clear that they would 
authorize proceedings by way of equitable execution. But 
in Re Watson (41 W. R.-34; 1893, 1 Q. B. 21) it was held 
by the Court of Appeal that they were not to be read in their 
full sense, but were limited by the specific provision of 
section 4, under which the Court of Common Pleas was to “‘ have 
and exercise the same control and jurisdiction over any judg- 
ment and decreet and over any certificate of such judgment or 
deereet ” registered under the Act as it ‘“‘now” has over any 
judgment in its own court, “ but only so far as relates to execu- 
tion under this Act.” This limitation to “‘ execution” has been 
held to exclude procedure by judgment summons under the 
Debtors Act, 1869, since that procedure is punitive, and not a 
mode of execution (2s Watson (supra) ); nor can a Scotch Judg- 
ment registered in England be made the foundation of a bank- 
ruptcy notice (is A Bankruptcy Notice, 46 W. R. 325; 1898, 1 
Q. B. 383), since that, too, is not execution. The cases do not 
ily apply to the appointment of a receiver, which, 

not an execution at common law, is neverthelesss 

j as an equitable form of execution. Assuming, 


_known is the mode in which a felon’s pro 


taken in a wide sense so as to include that form of equitable 
relief which is known as equitable execution, it seems to be 
still necessary, in order to take advantage of the section, t 
shew that the Court of Common Pleas could at the date of the 
passing of the Act have granted execution of this nature, 
Vaueuan Wiis, L.J., abstained from going into the question 
as to the meaning of the word “ now” in section 4, “‘ because he 
was not satisfied that the plaintiff could not at that date haye 
taken proceedings in a court of equity upon a Scotch or Irish 
judgment registered in England and obtained the appointment 
of a receiver, just as in the case of an ordinary English judg. 
ment.” But, with deference, it may be pointed out that section 4 
says nothing about a court of equity, but confines the proceed. 
ings to such execution as could have been levied under pro- 
cess of the Court of Common Pleas. This, of course, did not 
include the appointment of a receiver; and it is not easy to see, 
therefore, how section 4 enables such an appointment to be 
made. . 





THE CURRENT number of the Law Quarterly Review contains a 
very interesting address on the codification of the Mercantile 
Law which was delivered by Mr. Cuatmers to the American 
Bar Association last August. 
draftsman of the Bills of Exchange Act, 1882, and of the Sale 
of Goods Act, 1893, and also of the Marine Insurance Bill, and 
he is entitled to speak with special authority upon the subject, 
Of the various branches of the law it may be said with some 
confidence that commercial law is the most fitting to be selected 
for codification. It is a branch in which certainty and 
accessibility to business men is most to be desired, and 
it is a branch also in which the reports are singularly full 
of authority. Mr. Cxatmers quotes the dictum of WHu.txs, 
O.J., in Lockyer v. Oftey (1 T. R., p. 259), im deciding 
new point of commercial law, that ‘‘in all commercial transac- 
tions the great object is certainty. It will therefore be necessary 
for the court to lay down some rule, and it is of more conse- 
quence that the rule should be certain than whether it is 
established one way or the other.” But of course the matters 
in which such indifference is possible are few. On most points 
the experience of the necessities of commerce has been embodied 
in the decisions of the courts, and these are the material upon 
which any codification must be based. Mr. Caatmers neatly 
points out that under a code the process of reasoning in 
deciding any particular case is deductive only. The 
sole question is whether the case does or does not fall 
within some given statement in the code. ‘‘The process of 
reasoning is purely deductive, and the code supplies the major 
remiss in the syllogism.” But with uncodified law the 
awyer in advising, and the judge in deciding, have to collect 
their rule from the authorities, and this inductive process must 
precede the deductive process of applying the rule to the case in 
question. When the authorities are so complete that a body of 
rules can be deduced once for all, then the law is ripe for codifi- 
cation and the former process issaved. Mr. Oaatmurs is care- 
ful to insist, however, that codification must not go in advance 
of the principles settled by actual cases. ‘‘A code,” he says, 
“can usefully settle disputed points, and fill up small /acune in 
the law, but it should always its feet on the ground. If 
you go above and beyond experience, you are codifying in the 
air, and you will probably do more harm than good to commerce 
and mercantile law.” 





Forrzitvure of a felon’s property was abolished, as is generally 
known, by the Forfeiture Act, 1870. What is not so generally 
perty is administered 
during the term of his imprisonment. The practice of the 
Scotland-yard authorities with ~— to the convict’s personal 
property, and, more particularly, his personal belongings, such 
as jewellery and furniture, has been brought somewhat pro- 
minently before the public by the case of Carr v. Lry 
(reported elsewhere). In this case the plaintiff, an om 
convict, brought an action inst the official at i 
yard who been responsible for the administration of his 





however, that the word “execution” in section 4 is to be 
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bad been sold needlessly, and at an undervalue. It 

ars that the practice at present prevailing at Scotland- 
yard is to sell at once all such property of a convict as is of 
comparatively small value, and Romen, L.J., commented strongly 
on the practice. In the particular case before him he was satis- 
fied that the administrator had exercised his discretion in selling 
the property, but he intimated that an administrator who 
ordered a convict’s property to be sold without exercising au 
discretion as to whether such a sale was advisable or not, would, 
in the event of any loss incurred to the convict’s estate thereby, 
have to suffer for that loss in an action brought by the 
convict. The reason for this practice of insfant sale 
js said to be the ineonvenience which would result 
from turning Scotland-yard into a storehouse of con- 
yicts’ property, and it is a apna which undoubtedly may 
jn some cases be a reasonable one. But in the case of such 
things as jewellery and, generally, articles which may have a 

ial value in the eyes of an owner, the practice seems 
inexcusable. It is idle for the administrator to say that 
he has reason to believe that the convict has not a clear 
title to the property, that the articles he is selling are what 
the Romans would have called res furtwe. If he really 
thinks that, surely it is his duty to keep the property 
in the hope that the true owner may come forward. Tt is 
idle, again, to say that the convict must suffer for being a 
convict. He does suffer, in so far as his person is confined and 
his good name tarnished, but so far as his proprietary rights 
are concerned, the law, different now from what it formerly was, 
leaves them intact. The convict, on coming out of prison, is 
entitled to receive back his property in the state in which he left 
it, and if it has been in any way converted, there must have 
been good reason for the conversion. 





Toe cask of Kendal v. Metropolitan Borough of Lewisham 
(ante, p. 418), before Kexrwicu, J., recently, illustrates - the 
subtleties that may arise by reason of the varying language of 
different statutes relating to local government. Under the Public 
Health Act, 1875, various duties are assigned to the “‘ surveyor,” 
and section 189 provides that. every urban authority shall from 
time to time appoint a fit and proper person to be surveyor. In 
Lewis v. Weston-super-Mare Local Board (40 Ch. D. 55) Srretive, 
J., held that this necessitated that the various duties assigned to 
the surveyor should be performed by the permanent surveyor 
thus appointed. ‘(In my opinion,” tt said, ‘‘‘the surveyor’ 
mentioned in section 16”—the section then in question— 

is the fit and proper person duly appointed to be surveyor 
under section 189 of the Act, and no other, not even 
an engineer of the greatest eminence whom the authority may 
see fit to consult with reference to works on which they are 
engaged.” In Kendal v. Metropolitan Borough of Lewisham an 
attempt was made to take advantage of this decision in order to 
object to an apportionment which had been made by a surveyor 
for paving expenses, upon the ground that the surveyor employed 
Was not the permanent surveyor of the local authority. The 
statute applicable, however, was not the Public Health Act, 1875, 
but section 105 of the Metropolis Management Act, 1855, and 

the reference is to “the surveyor for the time being.” 
Kexewion, J., held that the phrase did not necessarily mean a 
permanent surveyor, but included a surveyor appointed for a 
particular purpose. Hence in the case before him the surveyor 
was competent to make the apportionment. 





We Reap recently the report of an inquest in which it appeared 
that the deceased had committed suicide; that a medical practi- 
tioner who had attended him was called and stated that it had 
come to his knowledge that the deceased had on previous 
occasions attempted to destroy himself. The witness went on to 


waay that he had informed no one of these occurrences, as he 


ht it was the duty of a physician to maintain the strictest 
Secrecy with regard to matters affecting the private life of a 
ent, which he had only known in the exercise of his pro- 
on. We have often heard that physicians are dis to 
dlaim for themselves the same privilege with regard to communi- 
tations made to them in their professional capacity as that which 
is discussed in 


Taylor on Evidence and other legal works, and the general 
impression appears to be that it has no foundation in law. 
It is important that there should be the least possible limi- 
tation on the salutary power inherent in every judici 
tribunal of summoning witnesses and of obtaining by com- 
pulsion a full disclosure of everything which they know 
touching the matter in question. Oases may inly arise 
in which serious mischief may be done by the — blication 
of matters by a witness who only heard of them 
occupied a position of trust and confidence. It may well 
that in these cases the courts should have power to close 
doors to the public. 


se 


E 





Tue Epvucation Act was directed by section 27 (2) to comé 
into operation “‘ on the appointed day,” and “ the appointed day,” 
it was said, ‘‘shall be the 26th of March, or such other day, 
not being more than eighteen months later, as the 
Education may appoint.” Must an appointment under 
section have been made before the 26th of March, or can. it 
made at any time within eighteen months after the 26th 
March? In their circular of the 4th of March (see ante, p. 447), 
the Board of Education stated that the Act would come into 
operation on the 26th of March “in any area for which some 
later day had not been previously appointed by the Board under 
section 27 (2) of the Act”; but although the Ist of April was 
officially named in the same circular as primd facie the day of 
commencement, the Board added : 

The essential point is that the Board should know, at once, if any 
local education authority does not desire the 1st of April. This day 
will in every case, so far as the substantial provisions of the Act are 
concerned, be substituted for the 26th of March, if no other further 
postponement is necessary. 


Is this partial and defeasible appointment sufficient to con- 
stitute some future day not yet settled the “appointed day” 
superseding the 26th of March? If it is not, the logical result 
appears to be that the 26th of March was the appointed day, 
and that the Act came into operation on that day. If it is, to 
what extent, and by how many variations from the Ist of April, 
can a day be now Space wre | ” for the commencement of the 
Act? 


a 
of 





A question of some interest has arisen upon the construction 
of one of the Cemetery Acts, which provides that no burial shall 
take place within one hundred yards of any dwelling-house. We 
understand that an opinion has been given to the effect that 
this provision has no operation in the case of houses to be 
hereafter erected. The argument is that a different construction 
would lead to the closing of existing cemeteries when and’ as 
soon as houses were constructed on adjacent land. This may 
be the case, but we cannot see why it should affect the con- 
struction of the enactment. In the case of the Acts relating to 
the storage of explosives, it could not be contended that the 
restriction as to distance from inhabited houses would not apply 
in the case of newly-constructed houses. It is the duty of those 
who are likely to suffer by the statutory restriction to seoure 
themselves by acquiring surplus land, and if they omit this 
precaution, they must take the consequences. 








At the opening of the court at the Spelthorne Petty Sessions held on 
Wednesday at Teddington, there was disclosed in a conspicuous ion a 
framed table, erected by the magistrates, bearing the names of and 
men from the division who fell in South Africa. The total is thirty-seven. 
In calling attention to the memorial from the bench, Lieut,-Col, Smyth 
thanked his brother magistrates for helping him to place it in the court- 
house. He believed it would be acceptable to the relatives and friends of 
the men from the Spelthorne Division who sacrificed their lives for their 
country, and thus displayed the highest and noblest form of patriotism. 


A correspondent of the Zimes, writing on the defence of poor —, 
says that the Dorset sessions bar have withdrawn their rules on sub- 
ject, to which we have several times referred, in i with a recom- 
mendation of the Attorney-General, to whom they the question, 
being content, for the present, that attention should be concentrated upon 
the efforts which are being made by Mr. Bousfield and his supporters _ 
upon 





introduce a more complete and common system, and i 

expression of the Attorney-General’s opinion that the su is one of 
great and pressing importance wh‘ch t to be dealt with by the action 
of the bar asa whole in concert, if with the law 
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Expiring Laws Continuance. 


In the course of the last session the Expiring Laws Continuance 
Bill aroused the serious attention of the House of Commons. 
Both on second reading and in committee very interesting debates 
took place, and though nothing has yet been announced in the 
way of improvement, it may be hoped that the session of 1902 will 
be the last in which the continuance of expiring statutes will be 
dealt with in its present form, which dates from 1863, when 
only thirteen statutes had to be continued, whereas now they 
number ninety-one, of which thirty-five are principal and fifty- 
six are amending Acts. 

The practice of passing temporary Acts is a very old one—the 
Poor Relief Act, 1601, better known as the “‘ Act of Elizabeth,” 
the Statute of Distributions, and the Statute of Frauds being 
perhaps the most important statutes which were at first tempor- 
ary only ; and it has been recognized by the Acts of Parliament 
(Commencement) Act, 1808 (48 Geo. 3, c. 106), by which, when con- 
tinuing Bills do not receive the Royal Assent before the Acts to be 
continued by them expire are directed to be continued from their 
expiration; and by the House of Commons in the Standing 
Order, first passed in 1849, which directs that the period of dura- 
tion of all temporary Bills must be expressed in a single separate 
clause. As practical instances of the inconvenience of the present 
system, we may mention that the originally temporary character 
of the Wine and Beerhouse Act, 1869, was forgotten when the 
Licensing Bill of 1872 was first introduced; that the Municipal 
Corporations Act of 1882 contains a schedule of enactments 
which are to come into force in case the Ballot Act should be 
allowed to expire, and that it is by the Promissory Notes Act, 
1863, a temporary Act which has been annually continued for 
forty years, that promissory notes (and we think also cheques) for 
certain small amounts are prevented from being illegal. 

We think the best thing we can do towards hastening the 
desired reform is to pass shortly in review a few se'ected statutes 
out of the thirty-five which, together with the amending fifty- 
six, would be lost to the Statute Book if a further Expiring Laws 
a Bill should not pass. We will take them in order 
of date. 


Linen Manufactures —The Linen Manufactures (Ireland) Act, 1835, 
the earliest Act in the schedule, which has been four times amended, 
and lastly in 1867 by 30 & 31 Vict. c. 60, isa long and complicated 
Act “‘to continue and amend certain regulations for the linen and 
hempen manufacturers in Ireland,” and is directed to the purpose 
of ensuring the equal cleanness and quality throughout of flax 
sold in open fair or market. We have no hesitation in saying that 
this Act, with its amending Acts, ought to be either perpetuated or 
dropped forthwith. 

Poor Rat s. The Poor Rate Exemption Act, 1840, is, next to the 
Ballot Act, the most important of the temporary Acts. Beyond doubt 
personal property was rateable under the Act of Elizabeth, which, by 
words still unrepealed, provides for the “‘ taxation of every inhabitant, 
parson, vicar, and other, and of every occupier” of land, &c. But 
“either from the difficulty of assessing personal property, or from 
the still popular principle of throwing all burdens upon land, and 
therefore upon the landlord, a custom sprung up in many parishes of 
not assessing this class of property’ (Castle on Rating, p.1). It 
was not until 1839 that the custom was so expressly held illegal 
in Reg. v. Lumsdaine (10 Ad. & E. 157) that the attention 
of the Legislature was directed by Sir Ropert Peer to the 
sharp conflict between law and custom, with the result that 
the Act of 1840 was quickly passed, on the ground, amongst others, 
that every existing rate could be successfully appealed against. The 
Act, after reciting the effect of Reg v. Lumsdaine, enacts that (1) it 
shall be lawful for the overseers of any parish to tax any inhabitant 
thereof as such inhabitant in respect of his ability derived from the 
profits of stock in trade or any ro property [sic] for or towards the 
relief of the poor, and (2) that from nad after the 31st of December, 
1841, “this Act and all the provisions hereinbefore contained shall 
absolutely cease and be of no effect.” 

Small Promissory Notes. —The Promissory Notes Act, 1863, is so bad 
in form as to be almost unintelligible, and we wish that space would 
allow us to print it at length as an argument for its revision. Shortly 
put, the Act is intended “ to remove certain restrictions on the nego- 
Giations of promissory notes and bills of exchange under « limited sum,” 
and it € nals 17 Geo, 3, c. W, and any enactment reviving that Act 
or prohibiting the negotiation of “ any agp d or other note, not 








payment of 20s. or above that sum, and less than £5.” The Bills 
of Exchange Act, 1882, repeals 17 Geo. 3, c. 30, but contains 
no notice of this Promissory Notes Act, 1863, although it is 
described as an ‘‘amending Act” in that part of the schedule 
to the Expiring Laws Continuance Acts where the Act of 1863 jy 
mentioned. To add to the confusion, the Statute Law Revision Act, 
1873, has repealed section 4 of the Bank Note Act, 1826 (7 Geo. 4, ¢, 
6), which penalized the making, &c., of any promissory notes, &¢, 
for 20s. or above that sum and less than £5, but the repeal takes effegt 
only ‘‘so long only as the Promissory Notes Act, 1863, continues in 
force”; and the Statute Law Revision Act, 1892, has repealed 23 
24 Vict. c. 111, by section 19 of which, notwithstanding any Act of 
Parliament to the contrary, any person may draw upon his banker 
any draft or order for the payment to the bearer or to order on 
demand any sum of money less than 20s. 

Militia.—The Militia (Ballot Suspension) Act, 1865, suspends the 
operation of the Militia Acts, which date from the reign of Charles 
the Second, but have been temporary since 1830, and have been 
practically replaced by the Militia (Voluntary Enlistment) Acts of 
1875 and 1882, but empowers the King in Council at any time to 
revive all the old Acts by Order in Council. These Acts, which are 
separate for England, Ireland, and Scotland, are numerous and com- 
plicated, those for England and Wales alone numbering twenty-six 
of a date prior to 1865, and taking up six pages of the Government 
Index to the Statutes. The principal Act, that of 1802, recites that 
‘*a respectable military force under the command of officers possess- 
ing landed property in Great Britain is essential to the constitution, 
and the militia as by law established, through its constant readiness 
on short notice for effectual service, has been found of the 
utmost importance to the internal defence of this realm,” and 
that it was necessary for the’ better fulfilling the purposes of 
the constitution of the militia that the numbers thereof to be raised and 
kept in constant readiness for effectual service within Great Britain 
should be augmented.” The Act elaborately provides for ‘‘ general and 
sub-division meetings ” of the lieutenancies of counties ‘‘ upon the 
last Tuesday before the 10th of October in every year, or earlierif 
occasion shall require ; and an Act of 1860(23 & 24 Vict. c. 120), after 
a preamble (omitted from the Revised Statutes) to the effect that an 
amendment of the law of balloting was expedient, directs that’all men 
between eighteen and thirty (instead of between eighteen and forty- 
five as had been directed by the Act of 1802) are to be placed on the 
lists for ballot, and that every balloted man may provide a fit sub- 
stitute. The exempted persons must be still sought for in section 43 
of the Act of 1802, and they comprise peers, clergymen ‘any poor 
man who has more than one child born in wedlock,” and articled 
clerks, but not barristers or solicitors, nor (as far as we have 
been able to discover) judges. The Order in Council which may be 
issued under the Act of 1865 may alter the procedure for balloting, 
but apparently not the substance of the law. ‘‘ All the provisions of 
the several Acts in force in the United Kingdom relating to the 
militia shall upon any such order or direction given in purgyance 
thereof ”’—so runs section 2—‘‘ become and be in full force and be 
carried into execution at the periods specified in such order or 
direction as fully as if such periods had been fixed in the 
Acts relating to the militia.” 

Sunday Observance.—The Sunday Observance Prosecution Act, 1871, 
restricts the general power to prosecute offenders against the Sunday 
Observance Act of 1767 by exercise of their ordinary calling on 
Sunday—the penalty being five shillings, with confinement in the 
stocks in default of distress—by enacting that no prosecution may be 
instituted ‘‘ except with the consent in writing of the chief officer of 
police of the police district in which the offence is committed, or with 
the consent in writing of two justices of the peace or a stipendiary 
magistrate having jurisdiction in the place where such offence 18 
committed.” 

Parliamentary and Loval Government Elections. —The Ballot Aet, 
1872, which was not originally intended to be temporary, but became 
so by vote of the House of Lords, which fixed its duration at seven 
years on the occasion when many members of that House walked out 
of it without voting, has been incorporated in the Municipal Corpora- 
tions Act, 1882 ; in the Local Government Acts of 1888 and 1894; inthe 
Acts which regulate school board elections, and in the London Govern- 
ment Act, 1899. No amendments appear to, be called for, no amend- 
ing Bill of any consequence has ever been introduced, and but few 
and unimportant parts of the Act have ever been repealed. The 
repeals of the Representation of the People Acts are numerous 
perplexing, and all the more so because of their temporary chardoter. 
The secret voting which the Act was the first to enjoin has now 
become a fixed part of the constitution of the country. ; 
Returning Officers. —The Parliamentary Elections (Returning 
Officers) Act, 1875, which reverses the law of Davies v. Lord Kensington 
(22 W. R. 707), allows a returning officer to require security from 
candidate for election expenses; entitles returning officers to reason 
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glidation Act, 1845), payable by candidates in equal several shares ; 

ides for the taxation of the accounts of returning officers in 
county courts; enacts that all claims against returning officers must 
be sent in within fourteen days after the day of the return (see Re 
Bosew Election, 36 W. R. 44), and allows ballot boxes provided for 
municipal elections to be used at parliamentary elections. 
amounts in the schedule were slightly amended by the Parliamentary 
Blections (Returning Officers) Act, 1885, and it may be mentioned 
here that all the Corrupt Practices Acts and also the Parliamentary 
Hlections Act, 1868, by which election petitions are triable by judges 
instead of Parliamentary, are temporary, as well as the Ballot Act 
and the Returning Officers Acts. 

Employers’ Liability.—The Employers’ Liability Act, 1880, which 
may be “contracted out of” (Griffiths v. Harl Dudley, 30 W. R. 797) 
is mainly concerned with the setting aside of the common law rule of 
Priestley v. Fowler (3 M. & W. 1) that a master was not liable to a 
servant for the negligence of a fellow servant in their common employ- 
ment; but it also gives railway servants and workmen “to whom the 
Employers and Workmen Act, 1875, applies” (that is, to all manual 
labourers not being agricultural or domestic) a right to compensation 
for injuries caused by defective machinery in cases where the employer 
has been negligent, limits the amount recoverable, and prescribes the 
county courts as tribunals. The Act was originally limited to expire in 
1887, but has been annually continued since, notwithstanding the 
passing of the perpetual and far more important Workmen’s Compen- 
sation Act of 1897, which applies only to specially dangerous employ- 
ments, and of 1900, which applies to employment in ‘‘ agriculture,” 
including in that term bee-keeping and other employments not usually 

ken of as agricultural. These two Acts run side by side with the 
het of 1880 with the qualification that if beth Acts apply, the work- 
man may proceed on either at his option, but that if the workman 
mistakenly proceeds under the Act of 1880, in a case to which either 
of the Compensation Acts apply also, he does not thereby lose his 
right to compensation under the Compensation Acts: see ‘‘ Seven 

Years’ Legislation,” tit. ‘‘ Workmen’s Employment,” at p. 955. 
Local Government.—The Local Government (Elections) Act, 1896, 
vides (1) that if any difficulty arises as to the election of parish or 
istrict councillors or guardians, or as to the first meeting after any 
ordinary election, or if from an election not being had, or being defective, 
or otherwise these authorities have not been, properly constituted, the 
county council may do anything necessary or expedient for the proper 
holding of any such election or meeting,’ or properly constituting 
such authorities, and (2) that the order by which this is done may 
consequentially modify the provisions of the Local Government Act, 
1894, and the enactments applied by or rules framed under that Act. 
The Act of 1896, which was one of four amending Acts of that year, 
and must not be confounded with the nominally perpetual but now 
t Local Government (Elections) (No. 2) Act, 1896, mainly follows 

e provisions of the 80th section of the Local Government Act, 1894, 
which applied only to the first elections held after the passing of that 
Act, which has been amended eleven times in all since it was first 
placed upon the statute book. 


The above are the principal temporary Acts. In addition 
to them may be mentioned by name the Prosecution Expenses 
Act, 1865, the Ordnance Survey Act, 1841, the Sand Grouse 
Protection Act, 1888, the Sunday Closing (Ireland) Act, 1878, 
the Orofters Holdings (Scotland) Act, 1886, and the Welsh 
Intermediate Education Act, 1889. Most of the temporary Acts 
are, as ‘‘Statutes of Practical Utility,” printed in Chitty’s 
Statutes, the Continuing Act (which is rather a long one) being 
printed in that work under ‘‘ Act of Parliament.” 

And now what is to be done? ‘Our present system,” said 
Mr. Batrour in the House of Commons, in his speech on the 
Second Reading of the Bill of 1902, “of continuing from 
year to year a large number of statutes which no human being 
expects or desires to see repealed is by no means a reasonable 
mode of carrying on public business”; Sir A. Rotur 
described the system as a scandalous mode of effectin 
legislation; the Attorney-General s ne age heartily wi 
the excellent principles which ae een propounded, but 
Saw too great ifficultios in carrying them into practice; Mr. 
Movuxron suggested that the Bill be divided into two classes, one 

continuation and the other of continuance; and Mr. Buxton 
would have a measure of consolidation. We cannot but think 
that the difficulties of the position have been much ex ated. 

on a ke whats ninety-one Acts, we have no 
tation in pronouncing the opinion that it would be best 


forthwith to perpetuate the vast majority of weg with con- 


tion, of course, if time can be found for that, but without 
tion if it cannot. The Acts which may 


®xcepted from this sweeping perpetuation are only four in 
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number, being the Poor Rate Exemption Act, 1840; the Loco- 
motives Act, 1865; the Parliamentary Elections (Returning 
Officers) Act, 1875; and the Employers’ Liability Act, 1880. 
The Act of 1840 requires consideration in connection with a 
robable general revision of the law of rating ; the Act of 1865 
is, looking to the progress of motor cars, hopelessly out of date ; 
the Act of 1875 deals with a subject far too controversial to be 
dealt with otherwise than by a separate Act: and the Act of 
1880 is too much interwoven with the general question of work- 
men’s compensation to be dealt with apart from the Workmen’s 
Compensation Act of 1897. A joint Parliamentary Committee 
might with advantage have the whole matter referred to it, and 
if that committee should be unable to settle the matter in some 
half-dozen sittings we should be very much surprised. 








Reviews. 


The Education Acts. 


THE Epvcation Acts, 1870-1902 anp OTHER AcTs RELATING TO 
EpvucaTion. With SUMMARY OF THE STATUTORY PROVISIONS 
AND Notes. By Sir Huen Owen, G.C.B., of the Middle Temple, 
Barrister-at-Law. AND AN APPENDIX CONTAINING THE ScHOOL 
Srres Acts AND Acts RELATING TO EDUCATION OF CHILDREN, 
RULES AND REGULATION OF THE BoaRD oF EDUCATION AND 
MEMORANDA IsSUED BY THE BOARD OF EDUCATION ON THE ACT 
oF 1902, RULES AND REGULATIONS OF THE LocAL GOVERNMENT 
Boarp, ORDERS EN CounciL, &c. TWENTIETH Epitron. London: 
Knight & Co. 

Seldom, if ever, has a statute required more explanation than the 
Education Act of 1902. The majority of the members of the 
‘* Education Committee’ which will have to administer it will not 
necessarily have had any knowledge whatever of the many other 
Education Acts which Sir Hugh Owen has now for the twentieth time 
comprehensively exhibited and exhaustively supplemented with notes 
up to date, with a much needed “summary of the enactments 
arranged under a series of headings, which will facilitate a ready 
reference to the provisions on any particular subject.” 

The new Act, short as it is—for it contains but twenty-seven 
sections and four schedules—takes up nearly 120 pages, of which 
thirteen are occupied by the notes upon the 17th, and perhaps most 
important, section of the Act, under which “any council having 
powers under the Act ” is bound to establish ‘‘ an education committee 
or committees in accordance with a schemne made by the council and 
approved by the Board of Education.” The method of annotation of 
that and other sections is to print cases such as Londoa School Board 
v. Duguan (32 W. R. 768), Barnacle v. Clark (48 W. R. 336), where (as in 
nearly 150 instances) cited, at great length, so as to dispense in most 
cases with any need for reference to reports. This mode of treat- 
ment has obvious advantages, but they are more than counter- 
balanced, in our opinion, by the disadvantage of imability to 
compare at a glance any one of the chief sections with any other. 
There should have been, we think, in a separate part of the book, 
a reprint of the new Act without notes. The Elemen Education 
Acts are given with the omission of those provisions which, except in 
the case of London, are repealed from the apgrintes day (see section 
27 (2) of the Act of 1902); the Day School Code of 1902 is printed (we 
think unfortunately) only in part; and the Provisional ‘* of Regu- 
lations,” recently issued as a Blue Book, is neither printed nor noticed. 
We have, however, no less than seven of the Circulars so plentifull 
issued by the Board of Education, including that of the 4th of March 
i p. 693), which deals (and, in our opinion, most unsatisfactorily 

eals) with the ‘‘ appointed day.” Completeness and exhaustiveness 


‘up to date, however, continue to be the distinctive features of the 


work, which Sir Hugh has contrived to compress into 769 pages, as 
against the 876 of the nineteenth edition. 

Good as the book unquestionably is, it is by no means free from 
grave faults in addition to that of. smothering text with notes 
referred to. There are no marginal notes, the statutory 

notes (which—see Sutton v. Sutton (31 W. R. 370)—have no legal value) 
are exchanged for headings, which, if found in King’s Printers copies, 
have been judicially considered (see A-g v. Local nment Board, 
31 W. R. 72, per Brett, L.J.) as ing a question of statutory con- 
struction. Short titles are often not given, and we read far too 
frequently of such monstrosities as ‘‘the 33 & 34 Vict. o. T5—2 Ed. 
7, c. 42” instead of ‘the Elementary Education Act, ISTO (33 & 34 
Vict. c. 75),” and “the Education Act, 1902 (2 Ed. 7, o. 42).” The 
School Sites Acts are scarcely annotated at all, nor is attention called 
to the “ reverter” under those Acts of a closed school. Entries of 
*Chastisement,”  “ wper- Clause,” “* K 

Clause,” ‘‘ Metric System” are absent from an otherwise 


be | index. But the main lack in the work is that nowhere, as far &s we 





have been able to discover, is there any attempt to solve questions of 
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construction. Even that raised ever so many years ago by the conflict 
of Mellur v. Denham (27 W.R. 505) with Bury v. Cherryholtne (1 Ex. D. 
457), and which, from its arising in a criminal matter, could not be 
decided by a Court of Appeal, is passed over with the remark that it 
‘“‘has occasioned considerable difficulty.” And on such far more 
important questions as whether the managers of ‘non-provided” 
schools or the subscribers to such schools are personally liable under 
section 7 (1) (d) of the new Act, or whether the Board of Education 
is correct in laying down (see p. 675) that it is not necessary that out- 
side members of education committees should retire with the elective 
authorities appointing them, or whether an ‘“‘ appointed day”’ for the 
commencement of the Act may be legally appointed after the 26th of 
March last, or how, if at all, those who are too conscientious to pay 
education rates can be sent to prison, the writer—who, of all others, 
might be expected to provide his readers with sound opinions—has, 
from whatever reason, abstained from doing so. 





Epvucation Law: INcoRPORATING THE EpvucaTion Acts, 1870- 
1902, AND OTHER AcTs AND SEcTIONS OF AcTS RELATING TO 
Pusitic EpvcatTion. With Inrropuctory STATEMENTS AND 
Notes. By T. A. OrGAn, Barrister-at-Law, and A. A. THOMAs, 
B.A. Butterworth & Co.; Shaw & Sons. 


TuE LocaL AUTHORITIES’ AND MANAGERS’ AND TEACHERS’ GUIDE 
TO THE EpucaTion Acts. By H. C. Ricwarps, K.C., M.P., and 
Henry Lynn, Barrister-at-Law. Jordan & Sons (Limited). 


EvERYBODY’s GUIDE TO THE EpvucaTion Act, 1902. By HARTLEY 
B. N. MorHerso_e, Barrister-at-Law. Hadden, Best, & Co. 


Messrs. Organ and Thomas have produced a very complete work on 
the Education Act, 1902. To that Act is given the prominence which 
its importance demands, and the annotations to it will be found dis- 
tinctly useful ; but the book includes also the previous Acts relating to 
elementary education and technical instruction, the Reformatory and 
Industrial Schools Acts, the School Sites Acts, and numerous enact- 
ments bearing on the subject of education, such as those dealing with 
child labour, school attendance, and the superannuation of teachers, 
the repeals and amendments being carefully noted. In addition to 
the annotated texts of the Acts, there are chapters containing carefully- 
written statements of the law on each subject. The index is fairly 
complete, and the general get-up and arrangement of the book are 
excellent. 

Messrs. Richards and Lynn’s book, though hardly so complete as that 
of Messrs. Organ and Thomas, is a useful contribution to the long list 
of: recent text-books on education law. It contains an interesting 
historical introduction, and in addition to the text of the Act of 1902 
and the prior Acts, there is a collection of the official circulars issued 
by the Board of Education. 

Mr. Mothersole’s book is not of so ambitious a character as those 
noticed above. It contains, however, a well-written introduction 
explaining the present state of the law, and the notes to the Act of 
1902 are full and accurate. The appendices of official memoranda will 
be found useful, and the index has been compiled with evident care. 
The book should be popular amongst those concerned with the 
administration of the new Act. 


Comparison of English and Scotch Law. 


CoMPARATIVE PRINCIPLES OF THE LAWS OF ENGLAND AND SCOTLAND. 
CouRTS AND ProceDURE. By J. W. Bropte-Innes, B.A., LL.M., 
Barrister-at-Law. William Green & Sons; Stevens & Sons 
(Limited). 


It would be difficult to over-estimate the utility of this book 
whenever any matter involving the difference between English and 
Scotch law is in question, or the industry and ability which have 
gone to its preparation. The author’s first intention—so the preface 
informs us—was to bring out a new edition of Paterson’s Compendium, 
but for practical reasons this was abandoned, and instead he undertook 
the writing of the work of which the first portion is before us. In 
the plan of such a work it is, of course, necessary to consider how far 
detailed information is to be given. It obviously cannot profess to be 
a full exposition of all differences of the law in each country. “It would 
be,” says Mr. Brodie-Innes, ‘‘ manifestly impossible as well as useless 
to attempt to write a work which should enable an English practi- 
tioner successfully to conduct an action in the Scottish courts, and 
vice versd; my aim has been merely to enable him to give preliminary 
advice to a client whose interests involve the law of the other country, 
to understand what his rights are, and how they can be enforced 
according to the system of that country, and to give intelligible 
instructions for such enforcement.” And certainly Mr. Brodie- 


Innes has acted fully up to the plan which he thus puts before 
law comes first, and 


himself. As a general rule substantive 








the law of procedure follows, but he has found it yn 

upon ihe: He grounds, to reverse this order, and the present volume 
gives a careful survey of the English and Scotch courts and of their 
peculiarities of procedure. It is interesting to notice how some parts 
of English procedure are unknown in Scotland, and how in matte 
essentially alike confusion may arise from difference of nomenclature, 
Thus the procedure in judges’ chambers, which is so useful here, js 
unknown in Scotland, and instead of our system of referring ay 
administration action to a master for accounts and inquiries, the Scotch 
courts remit special matters to an accountant, or to some other 
expert, such as a surveyor, to report on facts. The Scotch courts alg 
have not yet adopted the convenient practice of marking cause 
“short” and giving them a speedy hearing. An interesting description 
is given of the differences between a writ in each country—or rathe 
between a writ in England and asummonsin Scotland, where “ writ” 
is used for title deeds and other written instruments—and though, 
in general, Mr. Brodie-Innes does not use parallel columns to ¢on- 
trast the two systems of law, he does’this in a very convenient manner 
in regard to periods of limitation of the time for bringing actions. The 
volume, asa whole, is an extremely interesting and full comparison of 
English and Scotch procedure. 





Copyright 


THE LAw oF CoPpyRIGHT. 
LL.B., K.C. Fourtru 
(Limited). 


The early struggles over copyright, of which Mr. Scrutton gives an 
account in his first chapter, form one of the most interesting episodes 
in the history of the law. The giving of statutory protection by 8 
Anne, c. 19, for the limited period of twenty-one years only served to 
emphasize the dispute whethex there was not in addition an unlimited 
right at common law. At first the existence of such a right was 
affirmed in Millar v. Taylor (4 Burr. 2303), but it was finally 
rejected by the House of Lords in Donaldson v. Beckett (Brown's 
Parl. Cas. 129), Lord Camden being indignant at the idea of 
pecuniary gain arising from literature, and insisting that the real priceof 
an author’s work was immortality. ‘‘ Possibly,” Mr. Scrutton remarks, 
‘‘if applied to the remuneration of Lord Camden’s own intellectual 
labour, his lordship might have considered immortality an unrealiz- 
able commodity for the wants of daily life.” However, the judgment 
illustrates the difficulties with which authors have had to contend in 
winning recognition of their right to live by their work. The subse- 
quent chapters of the book explain the present statutory protection 
afforded in the various matters as to which copyright exists —literary, 
dramatic, musical, and artistic—and the practitioner will find the 
statutory provisions, and the decisions bearing upon them, con- 
veniently presented. The publication of the edition, Mr. 
Scrutton says in his preface, has been delayed in the ho 
that Parliament might undertake a systematic revision of the 
Copyright Laws, but in spite of efforts to this end, all that has 
been accomplished is the passing of the Musical (Summary Pro- 
ceedings) Copyright Act, 1902, an Act passed in a hurry to meet— 
though not very satisfactorily—an obvious injustice. With Walter v. 
Lane (1900, A. C. 539), the most important recent copyright case, 
Mr. Scrutton is not in sympathy, but, as he says, it is idle to discuss 
whether decisions of the House of Lords are right. Indeed with the 
substantial justice of the result there seems no reason to quarreél. 
The book is a very useful presentment of the law of copyright. 


By Tuomas EpWARD SorvutTton, M.A, 
EpiTion. William Clowes & Sons 





Ruling Cases. 


Ruiinae Cases. Arranged, Annotated, and Edited by RoBER? 
CAMPBELL, M.A., Barrister-at-Law; Assisted by other Members 
of the Bar. Wir AMERICAN Norges by Irvine Browye and 
LEONARD A. JoNES. Vou. XXVI.: INDEX AND TABLE OF CASES. 
Prepared by EpwarD MAnson, of London; Revised by Jony M. 
GOULD, of Boston, Mass. Stevens & Sons (Limited). 


This volume is the completion of the series of Ruling Cases which 
has been issued by Messrs. Stevens & Sons (Limited) under the 
editorship of Mr. Campbell, and which gives an extremely val 
collection of leading authorities, including many of recent date, 
upon all branches of the law. The collection, however, notwith- 
standing its alphabetical arrangement and careful system of cross 
references, required, for its full utility to be attained, a general im 
and this has now been provided. There is a consolidated Table of 
Cases referred to in all the twenty-five volumes of the series, those 
which are selected as ruling cases being distinguished by heavier 
type, and also a subject-matter index to the contents of the volumes. 
The series of Ruling Cases should rank as one of the most 
adjuncts, of a lawyer's library. 
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99, 1902. Philadelphia : Dando Printing and Publishing Cv. 
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American Law Review. March—<April, 1903. 
D. Tuompson, St. Louis; LEoNARD A. JONES, Boston. 
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Correspondence. 


Trustees and Ground-rents. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.} 


Sir,—I have recently been assured by a friend of great experience 
in real property that many solicitors have advised their clients that 
freehold ground-rents are a permissible investment for trustees under 
the Trustee Act, 1893. Section 1 (b) of the Act empowers trustees to 
advance money on “real or heritable securities in Great Britain or 
Ireland,” and I have always read this as meaning on mortgage of real 
property only, and have so advised trustees. As, however, many 
solicitors and other persons (house agents in particular) appear to 
think otherwise, it seems most desirable that attention should be 
called to the point in your columns, for, if all investments by trustees 
in freehold ground-rents or other freehold property, in the absence of 
any special power, are ultra vires, it follows that the trustees, or their 
solicitors, are responsible for any loss on realization. 

In the case of a mortgage of leaseholds or other property not 
authorized by the Act, the trustee may escape liability if the security 
proves good for the advance, but an unauthorized purchase places the 
trustee in the painful position of having to meet whatever loss occurs 
on realization. The recent inflated prices of ground-rents would lead 
one to expect that forced sales in bad times would shew a considerable 
depreciation. Indeed, the position of trustees who have purchased 
freehold ground-rents, as they think, within their powers under the 
Trustee Act, is not an enviable one. 

The word “‘ security’ must have its ordinary and natural meaning 
of something that secures a payment of money ; otherwise the framers 
of the Act would have used the common and obvious words “ freehold 
hereditaments.”” The learned Mr. Stroud, in his invaluable Judicial 
Dictionary, states that a security is anything that makes the money 
more sure in its payment, or more readily recoverable. 

Tam told that it is contended that ground-rents are incorporeal 
hereditaments, and consequently are securities for payment of the 
money invested in them, but surely a freehold house subject to a long 
lease is a corporeal hereditament if ever there was one, and the invest- 
ment of money by purchasing it cannot by any stretch of ingenuity be 
held to be an investment of money on security. The capital invested 
is not secured ; the only thing secured is the rent, because, if not paid, 
the lessor can eject, and receive the rack-rents. 

Section 5 (1) of the Act throws some light on the meaning of the 
words ‘real securities’ by stating that a trustee having power to 
invest in them may invest on mortgage of certain long leaseholds at a 
rent of 1s. or less. 

It is to be noted, too, that in the other sub-sections of section 1, 
the words are ‘‘ in any of the Parliamentary Stocks,” “‘in India Three- 
and-a-half,” &c., while sub-section (6) reads ‘on real or heritable 
securities.” But section 5 (1) above referred to has the words “in 
real securities.” 
It is unfortunate that in sub-sections (a) and (e) the word 
“securities” is used in another sense altogether in authorizing 
investments ‘‘in government securities,” &c., or ‘‘in any securities 
the interest of which is for the time being guaranteed by Parliament.” 
The word is here used as a synonym for stocks, funds, shares, &c., 

ch seems a wrong use. It has a secondary meaning of bonds, 

certificates, or evidences of title, but a man does not invest in certifi- 
cates and evidences of title. 

On the whole, there seems no doubt whatever that the Act does not 
authorize a purchase of frecholds in any form, and this is the 
Senerally accepted reading in the profession. It would be interesting 
to know the. views of those solicitors who do not accept it. 


April 14, CAUTELA. 


Longevity in the Legal Profession. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.} 
Sir,—Your obituary notice re the late Mr. ag Lucas, stated to 


have been admitted a solicitor seventy years ago (though not recently 
certificated), revives the old, old subject in which I have often taken 


part. 

It has been more than once mentioned that when I was admitted 
(some forty years ago) I was acquainted with a provincial solicitor 
who had then taken out his seventieth certificate. But a more 
remarkable instance afterwards occurred in the case of the late Mr. 
Thomas Dawes, who was admitted in 1795, and whose name i 
in the Law List till 1871, he having been a practising solicitor for 
seventy-six years! This is, I think, the highest record. 

There is still one member of my branch of the profession, Mr, 
Emmerson, of Sandwich (to whom previous reference has been made), 
who appears in the current Law List with his seventieth certificate. 

As to barristers, I notice that the name of Mr. F. C. Belfour again 
figures in the 1902 counsel list as called in 1833, but whether there is 
any actual evidence that this gentleman is in existence, I am not 
sufficiently acquainted with the bar regulations to say. I am under 
the impression that there are no reliable means of verification, but 
perhaps some of your readers may be better able to speak to this? 

Francis K, Munton, 

Montpelier House, Twickenham, April 11. 





Result of Appeals. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal. ] 

Sir,—As your journal is noted for the accuracy of its reports, I 
think you may like to correct an error that ap on p. 404 of your 
last issue under the heading ‘‘ Result of Appeals.” the Inter- 
locutory List the appeal in Austwick v. Aleraxder was allowed, costs 
to be costs in the action. The appeal was not allowed with costs. 
The action has since been tried and judgment given for me with costs, 

Harwoop H. Avstwick, 

9, Fleet-street, London, E.C., April 9. 








Points to be Noted. 


Conveyancing. 


Lease—Power for Lessee to Determine the Lease.—Where a 
lease is determined either by re-entry by-the lessor, or by the exercise 
by the lessee of an option to determine it, such determination does 
not destroy the right of action of the lessor in respect of prior breaches 
of covenant. In general, of course, words are introduced which are 
expressly designed to prevent such a result. Thus the proviso for 
re-entry stipulates that the determination of the lease shall be without 
prejudice to any accrued right of action of the lessor; and in the 
proviso for cesser of the term the lessee’s option is made to depend 
upon his having performed all the covenants up to the date 
when he exercises it. It was decided, however, in Hartshorne 
v. Watsen (4 Bing. N. C.  § that no express words were 
required for this purpose in the proviso for re-entry, and 
and though the lessor was to re-enter and hold the premises *‘as if 
the indenture had never been made,” yet he could still sue for rent 
previously accrued due. And similarly, it has now been held that, 
although an option for the lessee to determine the lease is absolute in 
form, and the indenture of lease is, upon the exercise of the option, to 
‘cease and determine and be void,” yet the lessor is entitled to sue 
the lessee for a breach of the covenant to repair.—BLORE v. GIULINI 
(Wright J., Jan. 16) (51 W. R. 336; 1903, 1 K. B. 356). 

- Lease—Covenant for Quiet Enjoyment.—A lease of premises 
granted in 1897 contained a covenant by the lessor for quiet enjoy- 
ment in the usual limited form—guaranteeing that is, the lessee 
against disturbance by the lessor or any person lawfully claiming from 
or under him. The “wagon 1898 assigned the ohager to Nig os 

, and in 1900 the company acquired premises adjoining 

won. premises under a distinct title. The company erected build- 
ings on these adjoining premises which, it was alleged, resulted in an 
interference with the enjoyment of the demised property. It was 
held that there had been, under the circumstances, no disturbance by 
anyone claiming under the original lessor, and hence no action on the 
covenant would lie.—Davis v. Town Properties INVESTMENT 
Corporation (C.A., March 20, affirming decision of Byrne, J., noted 
ante, p. 28) (ante, p. 383). 








Professor Martens, has, says the Times, retired from the chair of inter- 
national law which he has occupied for thirty years at the University of 
St. Petersburg. He is pe by one of his former pupils, Baron 
Taube, of the Foreign Office, who is well known as a writer on the history 





ra [See observations under ‘‘ Current Topics.” —Eb. S.J.] 


of international law. 
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Cases of Last Sittings. 


Court of Appeal. 


BADISCHE ANILIN UND SODA FABRIK ». CHEMISCHE FABRIK 
VORMALS SANDOZ. No. 2. Ist April. 


Paractice—Service Ovr or Jurnispiction—Prmd Factre Case—Inrormation 
AND Betrer—Patent—InrrincemMeNt—MAkr, Usr, anp VEND. 


This was an appeal against. the decision of Joyce, J. (reported aute, p. 
354). The object of the action was to restrain the defendants from infring- 
ing ae ne belonging to the plaintiffs, under which they manufactured 
an-aniline dye. The plaintiffs had obtained an order giving them leave to 
issue a writ and serve notice of it upon the defendants, who carry on busi- 
ness at Basle, out of the jurisdiction. The defendants applied to Joyce, J., 
to discharge that order, on the ground that they had done nothing within 
the jurisdiction of this court which constituted an infringement of the 
plaintiffs’ patent. The plaintiffs’ patent gave them the sole and exclusive 
right to ‘‘ make, use, exercise, and vend ’’ the invention within the United 
Kingdom. The defendants had through their travellers solicited orders for 
dyes made according to the plaintiffs’ patent from dealers (but not consumers) 
in this country, those orders, if accepted by the defendants, being executed 
by delivery to agents of the purchasers at Basle, and the question was whether 
this_ amounted to an infringement of the plaintiffs’ patent. Joyce, J., 
would not decide that there had been an infringement of the plaintiffs’ 
patent. The defendants admitted that they obtained orders from dealers 
in this country for delivery abroad. His lordship was inclined to think 
that that was part of the process of ‘‘ vending,’’ and he was not sure that 
it was not “‘using or exercising’’ the invention. He declined to stop the 
action, and he refused the application. The defendants appealed. 

~Tae Covrtr (Cottms, M.R., and Romer and Cozens-Harpy, L.JJ.) 
dismissed the appeal. j 


. Cortrxs, M.R.—I am of opinion that we ought not to interfere with the 
order of Joyce, J. It seems to me that‘the facts in this case are not 
weaker than the facts in the case of the Badische Ani/in Fabrik v. Thompson 
which was before this court in June, 1902, ‘and in which service out of the 
jurisdiction was allowed. The plaintiffs have begun by establishing a 

ima facie case. It is said that this case is based on information or belief, 
it it is impossible to get other evidence at this stage, and, indeed, the rules 
expressly allow such affidavits. In my opinion the plaintiffs’ affidavits 
shew a primd facie case of infringement of their patent by user of the 
invention in this country. The Legislature has not imposed on the court 
the duty of trying cases before allowing service of notice of the writ out 
of the jurisdiction. Ifthere is primd facie evidence based on information 
and belief to shew that there has been such a breach within the jurisdiction 
as lets in the special jurisdiction of the court over foreigners under the 
rules, the court isnot called upon to try the case before allowing service of 
notice of the writ out of the jurisdiction. The court is not now in a 
position to decide finally upon the facts, and it would not be fair to inter- 
oor the trial of the action before bringing the parties before the court. 
seems to me that sufficient is proved here to raise the question whether 
what the defendants are alleged to have done is an infringement of the 
. Lam not called on now to decide that question either as a matter 
of law or as 2 matter of fact, and I desire to reserve my opinion upon this. 
In these circumstances I am not prepared to say that a cause of action may 
not have arisen in og omy to hold that the learned judge was 
wrong in making the order that he did make. The appeal s 
dens ppeal must be 
Roxrr, L.J.—In the case of the Badische Anilin Fabrik v. Thompson I 
great doubt, and I feel great doubt in the present case, but I do 
not think we ought to differ from the learned judge. The way the matter 
stands is this. The plaintiffs have put in affidavits to the effect that they 
have received information that the defendants are infringing their patent 
and their solicitor «wears that in his belief they have a good cause of 
action. The defendants in their turn have filed affidavits in which they 
Have made a detailed statement as to what exactly they have done, and then 
they say that on those statements it is plain that there his been no 
ent. If the plaintiffs admitted that the only facts which they 
were seeking to establish were the facts admitted by the defendants, and 
4 consented, I should be prepared to try the action on this 
motion, though that is not a convenient course. But that is not the case. 
The plaintiffs do not admit that the defendants’ statement sets out all the 
facts that they can establish against them. Upon the evidence I think the 
plaintiffs have shewn a sufficient prim4 facie case of infringement. Whether 
caovuere aie vied will Lr upon the evidence at the trial, but 
we shewn enough to justify the court in saying that this c mu: 
go for trial. J ying 1is case must 

Cozems-Hanvy, L.J.—If I bad to approach this case unbampered by 

jous authority I should be disposed to agree with the appellants. It 

Clear that affidavit evidence is admissible. It seems to me that the court 

is bound to Jook into the affidavits and see to some extent what is the real 
matter at issue between the parties. In the present case I should have 
thought it was the duty of the plaintiffs to have condescended to particulars 
in their affidavits in 2 way they have not done, and not to have relied upon 
the affidavit of their solicitor, which is sworn in general terms. But after 
the case of Ladische Anilin Fabrik ¥, Thompsox J am not prepared to dissent 
from the views which have been expressed by the Master of the Rolls and 
Rome, L.J.—Covnses, Asquith, K.C., and Col-far ; Moulton, K.C. Crippr 

KC., and Grahom. Sornrrons, G. LB. Ellis; J. 4 J. Y. Johnson. , , 


Re EARL HOWE’S SETTLED ESTATES.- No. 2. ist April. 


Estate Dury—Tenant ror Lire—Payment By_ [ysraLments—Inreeggy 
' Upon Unrarn Dury—Frvance Act, 1894 (57 & 58 Vicr. c. 30), s. 9 (5), 

This was an appeal from a decision of Buckley, J. (ante, p. 385), raisi 
a question of some importance under the Finance Act, 1894—namely 
whether a tenant for life who is liable for the payment of estate duty 
interest thereon has power to raise out of the settled estate, not only the 
amount of the duty itself, but also the interest thereon, or whether he 
must himself bear the interest. The third Earl Howe died on the 25th of 
September, 1900; and thereupon certain estates, settled by a deed of 1883, 
and under which the late earl was tenant for life, devolved upon the 
plaintiff, the fourth Earl Howe, as the present tenant for life, the next’ 
tenant for life being Viscount Curzon, an infant, with remainders over, 
The plaintiff elected (as the Finance Act entitled him to do) to pay the 
estate duty, £50,143 2s. 3d., by eight annual instalments of £6,270 7s. 94. 
each. The first instalment was paid on the 25th of September, 1901, no 
interest being payable under the Act on that instalment. The second 
instalment fell due on the 25th of September, 1902, and the Commis- 
sioners of Inland Revenue applied to the plaintiff for payment of the same, 
with interest, £1,316 15s. 8d., for one year from the 25th of September, 
1901, at 3 per cent. on the whole of the unpaid duty. The question raised 
by originating summons was whether, under section 9, sub-section 5, of the 
Act, the plaintiff was entitled to raise by sale on mortgage of or charge on 
the settled estates the interest payable with the instalments as they fell due. 
Buckley, J., held, on the general principle that primd facie a tenant for life 
whose income was increased by postponement of the payment of duty ought 
to bear the interest as the price of the postponement, that the plaintiff must 
himself pay the interest and was not entitled to raise it out of the 
inheritance. Sub-section 5 of section 9 of this Act is in these terms: “A 
person authorized or required to pay the estate duty in respect of any pro- 
perty shall, for the purpose of paying the duty, or raising the amount of 
duty when already paid, have power, whether the property is or is not vested 
in him, to raiss the amount of such duty and any interest and expenses 
properly paid or incurred by him in respect thereof by the sale or mortgage 
of or a terminal charge on the property or any part thereof.”” The plaintiff 
appealed. 

Tare Covrr (Contrys, M.R,, and Romer and Oozens-Harpy, L.JJ.) dis- 
missed the appeal. 

Cottiys, M.R.—This is an appeal from a decision of Byrne, J. The 
appellants say that they will be satisfied with nothing short of a declara- 
tion that a tenant for life has, under section 9, sub-section 5, of the 
Finance Act, 1894, the right to charge the inheritance with interest upon 
the sum payable as estate duty under the Act. I am not prepared to go 
that length. I think the judgment of Buckley, J., was right. When 
sub-section 5 is read, it seems to.me that the appellants’ contention leaves 
out the most crucial part of it. No doubt the Act does allow the person 
who has to pay the estate duty to pay it by instalments, and the tenant 
for life has elected here to pay it by instalments. The particular point 
that now arises is whether, having power to raise the duty by a charge 
upon the inheritance, he has power also to charge on the inheritance the 
interest which is‘\payable on the duty by reason of the fact that the duty 
is payable by instalments. That depends upon the construction of sub- 
section 5. [His lordship read the sub-section, and continued:] It has 
not been disputed that a duty lies upon the tenant for life to keep down 
interest on charges. Now, starting with that obligation resting upon the 
tenant for life, is there any power under the sub-section to raise interest 
as well as instalments? The right conferred on him by the sub-section 
is to raise ‘‘ any interest or expenses properly paid or incurred by him” in 
respect of the duty. Unless, therefore, the person who says that he is 
entitled to raise this money can aver that the interest or expenses 
in question have been properly paid or incurred by him, he is 
not entitled to the benefit of the sub-section. Now, in view of the 
fact that the tenant for life has no power, as between himself and the 
estate, to charge the inheritance with interest, how can it be said that this 
interest is properly incurred when it is actually incurred by reason of the 
fact that he has not done what he ought to have done—that is, paid the 
money himself. It may be that the numerous persons who may be called 
upon to pay duty under the Finance Act stand in a different position, but 
when you come to the case of a tenant for life it is impossible for the 
court to dismiss from its mind his position and to make the declaration 
that he has this right as a positive proposition. It is said that insurance 
companies will now advance money to pay off the duty merely on proof of 
the sum due, and that it will cause inconvenience if they have to inquire 
whether the sum is properly payable. It seems to me that to admit this 
argument would be to negative the provision of the Act that interest or 
expenses must be properly incurred, and to shut our eyes to the fact that 
the obligation to pay interest is on the tenant for life. The* obligation to 
make out a case for charging the inheritance with interest lies upon the 
tenant for life. There may be special circumstances in the present case, 
although they have not been brought before the vourt, for allowing the 
interest to be so charged ; but ar it is impossible for the court t 
make adeclaration such as is now asked for—that the tenant for life hasan 
unqualified power to raise these instalments of duty by a charge. I do mean 
to say that there might not be cases in which the court would hold that 
in special circumstances interest had been properly incurred by the tenant 
for life ; but no such special circumstances have been brought to the know- 
ledge of the court in the present case, and I agree with the reasoning of 
Buckley, J., and I am of the opinion that the conclusion at which the 
learned judge has arrived is right. The appeal must be dismissed. 


Romer and Cozyns-Hanvy, L.JJ., delivered judgments to the same 
effect.—Counsv,, R. J. Parker and Northcote; Ashworth James; Kenyon 
So.ecrrous, Trower, Sill, Fr-eling, & Parker. 


Parker. 





(Reporte by J.1. Briutixe, Eaq., Barrister-at-Law. | 


{Reported by J. I, Srimuwa, Eay,, Barrister-at-Law. | 
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JARED v. CLEMENTS. No. 2. 4th and 5th Feb. 


Vexpor AnD Purcnaser—EqvitasLe Mortcace—Norice—Forcep Recert 
—Lgeau Estate—Tittze Deeps. . 


is Was an ap) from a decision of Byrne, J. (reported 50 W, R. 
ai: 1902, 2 Ch, 00). In. January, 1897, Joseph Taylor purchased two 
jeasehold houses, Charles Parr acting as his solicitor in the matter. Taylor 
ired £450 to enable him to complete the purchase, and, at the aps 
ee the plaintiff, who was also .a client of. Parr, advanced the . 
The purchase was completed, and the houses. were assigned to Taylor. 
On the 15th of January, 1897, Taylor deposited the title deeds with the 
mg and signed a memorandum of deposit in his favour, charging the 
comprised int the deed by way of equitable mortgage with the 
yment to the plaintiff of the £450, with interest at 5 per cent. The 
le deeds remained in the custody of Parr as the plaintiff’s solicitor. In 
Jaly, 1899, Taylor agreed to sell the two houses for £630 to the defendant, 
Parr again acting as Taylor's solicitor. The abstract of title delivered to 
the defendant did not disclose the equitable mortgage; but, in 
making searches for another purpose, the purchaser’s solicitors. 
discovered the existence of the mortgage, and they required 
that it should be discharged. Parr replied that he should be 
on the completion of the purchase to hand over the 
memorandum of deposit, with a receipt for the mortgage money 
endorsed on it. The purchaser’s solicitors were satisfied with this reply, 
aid, on the 10th of August, 1899, the purchase was completed. An 
assignment of the property by Taylor to the defendant was executed ; 
and, at the same time, the memorandum of deposit, with a receipt, 
apparently signed by the plaintiff, for all moneys due on the security, was 
handed to the defendant’s solicitor, together with all the title deeds 
relating to the property, the whole of the purchase-money being received 
by Parr. In fact the signature to the receipt was not that of the plaintiff, 
but was forged by Parr, the plaintiff knowing nothing about it. Interest 
qnthe £450 was regularly paid to the plaintiff by Parr until 1901, when 
Parr absconded, and the fraud was discovered. The plaintiff then brought 
this.action to establish the priority of his charge against the defendant. 
On the evidence the learned judge came to the conclusion that the plaintiff 
had not been guilty of any negligence or misconduct in allowing the title 
deeds to remain in the custody of his solicitors. And the learned judge 
held that the plaintiff was entitled to maintain his security against the 
defendant. The defendant appealed. 

Tae Court (Cotumns, M.R., and Romer and Cozens-Harpy, L.JJ.) 
dismissed the appeal. 

Coutixs, M.R.—The question is one between an equitable mortgagee who 
has not been paid and the purchaser of the property c’ . This is not 
acase of constructive notice. The purchaser's solicitor here had notice of 
an existing equitable mortgage. It is said that though he had that notice 
he had also notice that it had been paid off, and therefore, unless he was 
unreasonably negligient in ascertaining that it had been paid off, the legal 
estate must prevail. The learned judge has found that all reasonable 
diligence was ey pede but the fact remains that the purchaser had notice 
of the existence of an equitable security ; and it seems to me that if ewaben 
notice he chooses to complete the purchase without ascertaining for himsel 
that that charge had been paid off he does so at his own risk. The result 
is that he has taken the legal estate subject to the prior equitable obliga- 
tin. The — therefore fails and must be dismissed with costa. 

_ Romer, L.J.—I agree. This is not one of the cases in which the question 
is whether a legal mortgagee is or is not entitled to set up his legal estate 
as against an se mortgage on the ground of some fraud or negligence 
on the part of the legal mortgagee. The question here is simply one of 
title and conveyance. What is the position of the purchaser who knows 
of an outstanding equitable charge? He knows that he cannot get from 
the vendor a title except subject to the outstanding equitable interest unless 
that equitable interest is got in or destroyed, and that if he completes with- 
out its being got in or destroyed, he can only take subject to that out- 
standing equitable interest. In order to get a good title it was incumbent 
on the purchaser to see that this outstanding interest had been 
got in or destroyed. That might be done by his asking that 
the equitable mortgagee should join in the conveyance; or he might 
go to the mortgagee and ask him how matters stood; or he might do 
What he actually has done—ask the vendor to get in the equitable estate. 
If he chooses to leave it to the vendor to get the equitable interest in, or to 
see that it is destroyed, and the vendor does not do so, all I can say is 
that the purchaser, having left it to the vendor to do that which the vendor 
not done, must suffer for it. Here the purchaser knew of the equitable 
interest but did not get it in, and therefore he took the property subject to 
the equitable interest, unless he can prove that he got it in or that the 
owner of the interest has lost his right. That he has not proved. The 
therefore fails. 
zeNs-Harpy, L.J., delivered judgment to the same effect.—Covnsst, 
» K.C., and Cozens- Hardy ; Norton, K.C., and Methold, Soxrcrrons, 
Shepheards ¢ Walters ; Watson Dyer & Ryden. 
[Reported by J, I. Srrntixe, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. | 


% PILLING. Kx parte THE BOARD OF TRADE. No. 2. 3rd April. 


Bayxrurrcy —Recxrvine Oxpar—Soneme or ARRANGRMBNT—RELEASR OF 

ents BY Masorrry or Oreprrors on Conprrion or Covrt’s AprrovaL 

or Scusme—ApprovaL oy Scurme—Banxrvurtoy Acr, 1890 (53 &-54 
Vier. c. 71), 8. 3. 

This was an appeal from a decision of Mr. R Brougham, The 

faata wore as follows : On the 7th of September, 1898, a seaming order 





Was-made against J. R. Pilling. 8 the debtor ied for the 
Sa. Ga, im the 4 payable te those of his 


whole object of section 3 of ‘the tey Act, 1890, was te provide for 
asettlement of the debtor’s affairs the control .of the On 
behalf of the debtor it was that the official receiver had, in accords 
ance with the general , questioned not only the debtor but also 
the persons givig the stieasen, thantée 40 eee ‘eheiiter 4 whd-a: Geoper apet 
of ment. 

Tae Court (Cottms, M.R., and Romer and Cozens-Harpy, L.JJ3) 
allowed the a. 

Couttxs, M.R.—This is an appeal by the Board of ‘Frade from a decision 
of Mr. Registrar Bro’ scheme of 


entire 
made b elatge peng ee ee 
we tevagibabaat y the debtor himself. The terms of the releases are 
important. First, there is a recital that the release is. only part of the 
scheme, then comes the release a ~ th 
is not to take effect except on 
“Rp any meatier were ire ome } , 
creditors expressly reserve their right in the event. of the scheme. not. 
being carried out. The case may be tested in this way. Can the.debter 
be allowed to put himself in a better position by keeping back 
official receiver the fact that th 
given to the scheme than if-he had at the outset: informed him of 
scheme as a whole? In my opinion he cannot be so allowed is 
that the Divisional Court in Re Baines (86 L. T. 691) decided the contrary 
on the authority of Re E. A. B. 
they misapprehended the effect of that decision, There certain 
arranged to release their debts, but without : 
of the debtor. They had absolutely released their debts. —— 
creditors left were the creditors 


only provisional releases, the debts of the creditors who hat 
remain subject to proof. The scheme is not on the face of it.a compliance 
with the provisions of the section. I am 5 
appeal must be allowed. f ; ' 

Romer, L.J.—I am of the same opinion. Seeing that the case.of 
Re E. A. B. has been misunderstood, I think it. necéssary to add a.few 
further points. Now Re B. A. B. decided two = First, it, decided 
that when you find a release of debts brought about by. qemarmente to 
which the debtor was neither party nor privy, he is not to be prevented 
from making a composition merely because~of those arrangements. 
Secondly, it decided that deb 
receiving order and the scheme of com need not be regarded 
considering that scheme. I do not it necessarily fatal to a scheme 
of composition that the debtor might have been aware of the releases. 
The oe ee ¢ 
such conditions, as Ww 

i ed. But if you find a debtor going about - Pebeages 
oe be ep a then I wi 
the minori i say 
por the bog that the releases. were brought about 
without bargaining by the debtor. The court ought, in my opinion, to 
refuse to accede, especially if the releases are conditional on 
of the scheme by the court. Tt appears from the form of the releases that 
they were of the scheme of composition, It the 
debtor by himself to carry out part of the scheme, then to come, to 
the court to get its sanction as to the balance of 
scheme ought to have been brought before the court.as a 
Cozens-f agree. 
absolute independent re 
composition. But it is clear from the forms of 
that they were not unconditional releases. The debtor was anxious to, 
make a competion wih. ail Sa eotaet This - so, the court 
ought to have e terms arrangements 
brought before it.—Counsen, Sir R. B. Finlay, A.G., and Mir Meckensie,: 
Herbert Reed, K.C., and P, M. Franeke. Sortcrrons, The Sehettor to the Beard 
of Trade; Emanuel, Round, ¢ Nathan. 

{Reported by R. R. Campartt, Bsq., Barristerat-Law.! 


CARR v. HENRY AND ANOTHER No. 2% 7th April. 


Conv Apuinisrrator oF Convict’s Propsary—Powsr or Sara- 
‘hewn 38 Convict Aeatnst Apministaaton—Costs —F a.ont Act, 1870 
(33 & 34 Vier. c, 23), ss, 12, 17, 20, 

This was an a from a decision of J. 51 
oS Ee ee eet 
the > 
on Sir Robert phen was 


sentenced to six years’ penal senvitude, 
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ited his administrator under the provisions of the Felony Act, 1870, 
aL. such, took possession of his property. This property consisted, 
amongst other things, of certain jewellery and other personal property, 
some shares in the Louisville and Nashville Railway, and certain bonds. 
During the course of the administration all the property was sold with the 
— of four foreign bonds now alleged to be worthless. The sale of 
the Louisville and Nashville shares had been conducted by a subordinate 
Official, who subsequently turned out to be a dishonest person. Instead 
of going to a stockbroker, this official negotiated their sale through a 
monéy-changer. The sale of the jewellery was made under a course of 

universally followed at Scotland-yard, property of this sort of com- 
egg small value being sold without special directions given in respect of 
it. In July, 1901, the plaintiff brought this action against Sir Robert 
Anderson, the late, and Mr. Henry, the present, assistant commissioner of 
the Criminal Investigation Department, asking for an account of his 
property which had come into their hands, for delivery up of what might 
be found due to him, and for es for wrongful conversion of his 
property: Buckley, J., held that, the defendant having exercised a discretion 
in sale of the property, and his conduct having been otherwise bond fide, 
he sn ried was entitled to rely on the Felony Act, 1870. The plaintiff 


2 Cover (Cottms, M.R., and Romer and Cozens-Harpy L.JJ.) 
dismissed the appeal without calling on counsel for the defendants. 

Corts, M.R.—I am of opinion that the decision of Buckley, J., was 
} recom right. The learned judge has had the opportunity of seeing and 

ing Sir R. Anderson, and has come to the conclusion that he acted 
bend fide. He has carefully considered the allegations made and the 
distinction urged in the case of the jewellery, and has found that the sale 
of those articles having been in accordance with a well-established 
practice, the fact that Sir R. Anderson did not interfere with that practice 
does not affect him with liability. The mere fact that he did not inter- 
fere with the practice does not, in my opinion, shew that he exercised no 
discretion. Nor is sucha sale unreasonable. Primd facie it is the proper 
course to be taken in such cases. 

Romer, L.J.—I agree. I will only add a few words as to the jewellery. 
I am satisfied that Sir R. Anderson knew of the sale, and exercised a certain 
amount of discretion in not interfering. It is alleged that there is a prac- 
tice at Scotland-yard under which a conyict’s property is sold without 
having regard to whether a sale is advisable-or not. All I can say is that, 
if there be such a practice, the sooner it is departed from the better, and if 
an administrator failed to exercise any discretion in such a sale, and caused 
someone else in the office to effect such a sale to the loss of the convict’s 
estate, that administrator would probably find himself affected with 
liability for it if the matter came before this court. 

Cozens-Harpy, L.J.—Under the Act an administrator is bound to exer- 
cise some discretion on the sale of a convict’s property. If he does so 
exercise it, the sale is binding and cannot afterwards be impeached by the 
convict, To my mind it is perfectly plain that Sir R. Anderson did 
authorize the sale, and exercised his discretion bond fide. The appeal must 
therefore be dismissed.—Covnset, Astbury, K.C., and M. R. Emanuel ; 
Birrell, K.C., and T. T. Methold. Soricrrors, Emanuel, Round, & Nathan ; 
Wontner & Sons. 


[Reported by R, BR. Camrsett, Esq., Barrister-at-Law.]| 





High Court—Chancery Division. 


HONYWOOD +. HONYWOOD. Byrne, J. 2nd April. 


Wrr—Reat Esratre—Cowsravcrios—Girts rsx Scecesston—Lire Estates 
asp Estates Tarnt—Gurr to a Crass. 


This Was a petition in which a declaration was asked as to the effect of 
certain: real property limitations created under the will of W. P. Hony- 
wood bearing date the 18th of February, 1859. The clause in question was 
as follows: “I devise all my real estate to my godson, P. C. Honywood, for 
his life, with remainder to his first and other sons successively in tail, with 
remainder to the eldest and every other son of the said Sir C. Honywood 
for life, with remainder to the first and other sons of such sons of Sir C. 

i in tail, with remainder to my own right heirs.’”’ The testator 
gave certain household furniture to his wife during her life and widowhood, 
and, subject thereto, he directed “the same should go and be held 

for the benefit of the person who for the time being 
the tenant for life or in remainder of his estates.” 
The testator died on the 20th of Fe , 1859. P. C. Honywood was 
the second son of Sir C. Honywood, and Sir J. W. Honywood the eldest. 
Sir J. W. Honywood had + ee sons, the eldest of whom, C. J. Hony- 
wood, had come of age and had disentailed. C. J. Honywood died 
om the lith of July, 19%, and Sir J. W. Honywood had 
traneferred his life interest to the said C. J. Honywood. ©. J. 
p08 claimed that he was entitled to the devised estates 

in fee a For the younger sons of Sir C. Honywood it was 
submitted that they all took life estates in succession in priority to the 
remainders in tail limited to the eldest and other sons of Sir J. W. Hony- 
On behalf of the heir-at-law of testator, who was represented by the 

AMieial solicitor, it was argued that the gift to the first and other sons of 
Biz C. Honywood, after the failure of the extate of P. C. Honywood, 
po od to euch first and other sons as 4% class, and was void alee the 


J., held, toiowing the principle of Lewis v. Waters (6 Kast, 336) 
¥. Cradoth (4 Jur. Si. B, G26), that the eldest and every other 
ono Bir C. Honywood tok life estates in succession, and that the first 
- Other sms ff such sons took successive estates in tail, and that 


i 


‘ 


ii 








could only take after the determination of the said life estates.—Counsm, 
Levett, K.C., and Jessel; Norton, K.C., and Beaumont; T. T. Metholé; 
Charlton Hawkins. Soxicrrors, G. J. Fowler; Sandilands § Co. ; Official 
Solicitor ; Burch, Whitehead, §& Davidsons. 

{Reported by J. AnrHur Price; Esq,, Barrister-at-Law-| 
Re CLINTON. CLINTON v. CLINTON. Joyce, J. 21st and 22nd Jan, 


JURISDICTION—BRITIsH CoLONY—PERSONALTY AND REAL PrRoperry— 
Wirir—ConstrvuctTion—TRUvst. 


The testator, James Clarke Clinton, had carried on business at Assinee, 
on the West Coast of Africa, in the French territory known as the 
Ivory Coast Colony, and also at Axim, Ankobra and Secondee, in the 
British Gold Coast Colony. At the date of his death he was possessed 
(inter alia) (1) of the above-mentioned businesses, (2) of certain freehold 
dwelling-houses and premises at each of these places, (3) of certain free- 
hold and leasehold concessions for mining and other purposes of large 
tracts of land in the Gold Coast Colony, (4) personal estate in England 
of over £3,000 in value. By his will dated the 2nd of November, 1899, 
the testator, after appointing his wife, the defendant, Emma Charlotte 
Clinton, the sole executrix of his will, and bequeathing her all the 
furniture and household effects in his house at Axim, continued: “I 
bequeath to my wife all my moneys in the bank, the interest to be used 
for the education of my wife’s children. The principal moneys to be 
held in trust by my wife for the use and benefit of my children. I 
bequeath to my wife the sum of £200 per annum to be paid out of the 
proceeds of the firm, the business to be carried on by Charles Clinton 
and Willie Clinton, Charles Clinton being senior; my wife to receive the 
rents of the houses and the house in which we live. I advise that 
Charles Clinton should sell the business at Assinee.” The testator 
died on the 2nd of November, 1899, a British subject domiciled in the 
Gold Coast Colony. The will was proved on the 6th of November, 
1899, in the Gold Coast Colony, and on the 12th of March, 1901, in 
mg The plaintiffs were the three infant children of the testator 
and the defendant Emma Charlotte Clinton The other defendants were 
Charles Warner Clinton and William Nicholas Clinton, described in the 
will as Charles Clinton and Willie Clinton. By an agreement dated the 
23rd of July, 1900, and made between the defendant Emma Charlotte 
Clinton of the one part, and C. W. and W. N. Clinton of the other 
part, after stating that the testator did not by his will specifically devise 
the residue of his business nor the leasehold and freehold concessiéns of 
which he was possessed, nor make any provision for the remuneration 
of the said C. W. and W. N. Clinton should they accept the trusts of 
the will, the defendant Emma Charlotte Clinton agreed to assign to the 
defendants C. W. and W. N. Clinton the testator’s businesses, and also all 
the concessions, leasehold and freehold, which he possessed in the Gold 
Coast Colony, together with all her right, title, and interest in the said 
businesses and concessions in consideration of a sum of £5,000 to be 
paid to her by the defendants C. W. and W. N. Clinton as therein 
mentioned. This agreement was expressed to be by way of compromise. 
In 1901, in pursuance of this agreement and in consideration of the said 
sum of £5,000, the defendant, Emma Charlotte Clinton, as executrix 
and in her sole right, purported to convey to the defendants C. W. and 
W. N. Clinton the leasehold and freehold concessions of the testator in 
the Gold Coast Colony. The defendants C. W. and W. N. Clinton upon 
this entered into possession of the said businesses and concessions. The 
plaintiffs thereupon commenced this action claiming a declaration that 
the defendants C. W. and W. N. Clinton took no beneficial interest in 
the testator’s businesses and concessions, and asking for a declaration that 
the agreement of the 23rd of July, 1900, and the assignment and convey- 
ance executed in pursuance thereof were not binding on the plaintiffs, 
and were void as against them, and claiming an account against the 
defendants C. W. and W. N. Clinton. These defendants entered an 
appearance to the action, and by their defence contended that the court 


had no jurisdiction to adjudicate on the plaintiffs’ claim in so far as it 
related to the land, houses, and concessions situated in the Gold Coast 
Colony and elsewhere in West Africa, or any of them. This point of law 
was ordered to be set down to be argued before the court before further 


proceedings were taken in the action, ard now came on for argument, 
The plaintiffs contended that the court had jurisdiction to adjudicate 
on the agreement, which dealt with personal and real property, an 
that it had all parties before it, and that the case was covered by 
decision in Cranston v. Johnson (3 Ves. 170). The defendants urging that 
there was no jurisdiction in respect of the real property in West Africa, 
their claim was based, first, on the will of the testator, who was domiciled 
in the Gold Coast Colony, and that these were questions as to the true 
construction of that will which could only be determined in the courts of 
that colony, and they relied on Pike v. Hoare (2 Eden. 182) and Norris v. 
Chambers (20 B. 344), and urged that the court hed in such a case no 
jtrisdiction except 1) where there was a contract between the parties, (2) @ 
trust or equity, (4) fraud, and that this case was not within any of these 
exceptions 

Jovex, '., held that as to the personalty and the Jeaseholds, which 
would ver. in the executrix, this action was maintainable. There was 
clearly « crust, and there were equities to be worked out. There was, or 
might be, a difficulty as to the immovable property which legally 
devolved at once upon the heir-at-law of the testator. His lordship 
gathered from what was stated in Westlake on International Law, and 
from authorities therein referred to, that there had been instances in which 
the court, having jurisdiction as to the personalty, had exercised it 

as to the realty, considering the two to be so much mixed up 
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that it was not pomible to separate them. There was another question 
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as to whether the real estate was not devised by the will to these two 
defendants upon trust, and a recital in the agreement forced that question 
on the consideration of the court. If that were so, then they were 
subject to the jurisdiction of the eourt, which could be exercised against 
them personally, and this court clearly had jurisdiction to determine 


. whether there was.a trust or not. In these circumstances his lordship was 


prepared to make the following order: Declare that the objection to the 
jurisdiction raised by the defence is not good in law. Order the action to 

d to trial, notwithstanding that objection. This order to be 
without prejudice to any question in reference to the immovable property; 
if any, the legal interest in which devolved, at the testator’s death, 
directly upon the heir-at-law.—CounsEL, Warmington, K.C., and Mark 
Romer ; Younger, K.C., and J. Austen-Cartmell. Soxicrtors, Lewis & 
Lewis; Foss, Ledsam, & Blount. 

[Reported by C. W. Mrap, Esq., Barristar-at-Law. | 





High Court—King’s Bench Division. 


COMMISSIONERS OF POLICE FOR THE METROPOLIS v. DONOVAN. 
Div, Court. 6th April. 


Licensrnc Acts—‘‘ Drunk anp Disorperty’’—Hasitvat Drunxarp— 
Propuction or Court Recister To Prove Turer Previous Convicrions 
Wirnrw Twetve Montus—Anmissipiuity or Such Evinence—MacistraTe 
Has No Junispiction To Make Orper ror DereNTION IN AN INEBRIATES’ 
Home Wirnovt Consent or Person Cuarcep—Inesriates Act, 1898, 
s. 2—Licensine Act, 1902, s. 6. 

Case stated by Sir A. de Rutzen, sitting at Bow-street police-court, 
raising two questions of law on the construction of section 6 of the 
Licensing Act, 1902, and section 2 of the Inebriates Act, 1898. By 
section 2 of the Inebriates Act, 1898, it is provided that ‘‘ (1) Any person 
who commits any of the offences mentioned in the first schedule to this 
Act, and who within twelve months preceding the date of the commission 
of the offence has been convicted summarily at least three times of any of 
the offenves so mentioned, and who is an habitual drunkard, shall be 
liable upon conviction or indictment, or, if he consents to be dealt with 
summarily, on summary conviction, to be detained for a term not exceeding 
three years in any certified inebriate reformatory the managers of which 
are willing to receive him. (2) The Summary Jurisdiction Act, 1879, 
shall apply to proceedings within this section as if the offences charged 
were specified in the second column of the first schedule to the said Act.”’ 
On the 7th of January, 1903, the respondent, a woman named Donovan, was 
convicted by the magistrate of riotous and disorderly behaviour while 
drunk on a public highway, and the appellant requested the magistrate to 
make an order under section 6 (1) of the Licensing Act, 1902. The magistrate 
refused to make the order on the ground that before he could do so he 
required formal proof.of three previous convictions against her, and also 
that he could not make an order under the last Licensing Act for her 
detention as an habitual drunkard in an inebriates’ home without her 
consent, The appellant tendered in evidence the register which was kept 
at Bow-street police-court for the purpose of proving that the respondent 
had been convicted of offences mentioned in the first schedule to the 
Inebriates Act, 1898, on three occasions within twelve months of the 3rd of 
January, it being proved by the gaoler that the respondevt was the person 
referred to in the register, It was contended by the appellant that the 
previous convictions were sufficiently proved by reference to thé court 
register, and Rex v. Harris (Comb. 337), Reg. v. Groveley (8 A. & E. 806), 
Doe v. Mew (7 A. & E. 240), and the London School Board v. Ha (4 
Q. B. D, 451) were cited. The case of Hartley v. Hindmarsh (L. R. 1 C, P. 
553), on which the magistrate relied, it was said, did not apply, because 
there it was merely held (1) that a police magistrate who after hearing 
& case of common assault had ordered the accused to enter into recog- 
nizance, had not in fact convicted the aécused within the meaning of 
24 & 25 Vict. c. 100, s. 5, and there being no record of the snciien 
they were no bar to the action brought on the same assault ; and (2) that 
the conviction, if any, was not proved by the statement of the 
magistrate’s clerk who gave evidence on the above facts. It was 
further said that upon the language of the Licensing Act, 1902, s. 6 (i.), 
formal and strict proof of the conviction was unnecessary, On the second 
point it was contended that the consent of the respondent to be dealt 
with summarily was not ey | to the magistrate’s jurisdiction under 
the Licensing Act, 1902, s. 6 (i.). On this first point counsel, who 
oy for the magistrate by leave, cited Rex v. Smith (8 B. & C, 341), 

e 3 of the Summary Jurisdiction Rules, 1886, section 116 of the 
larceny Act, 1861, and section 18 of the Prevention of Crimes Act, 1871, 
and Paley’s Summary Convictions, p. 439 (last edition). No one appeared 
for the respondent, 

Tne Covrr (Lord Atverstonr, C.J., and Wits and Caanneut, JJ.) 
held, on the first point, as to the admissibility of the court register as 
evidence of previous convictione, in favour of the appellant, as in their 
opinion the magistrate could refer to the register of the court in which he 
Was sitting and act — the information obtained from it, They thought, 
however, that the evidence of the register must be confined to the court 
in which it was made. As to the second point, they upheld the view of 
the magistrate, being of opinion that a magistrate could not make an 
order for the detention as an habitual drunkard in an inebriates’ home 
Without substantially obtaining the consent of the person charged. Order 
Accordingly, —Counsut, Danokwerts, K.C., and Arthur Gill, for the 08 | 
zs iton, for the strate. Sonrcrrons, Wontner ¢ Co.; The 
ir. 


[Reported by Enexine Rev, Esq., Barrister-at-Law,) 
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Law Societies. : 
The Incorporated Law ‘Society. 


A special general meeting of the members of the society Seek potent in 
the hall of the society, ier, the 24th of April, at two o’clock Rely, 
to consider the subjects hereinafter mention . : 

The president will present the prizes and certificates awarded to the 
successful candidates at the Honours Examination held in January last. 

Mr. Charles Ford will move: ‘‘That this meeting, whilst readily 
acknowledging the continued efforts of the governing body of the society 
to protect the good name and status of our profession, is of Uples that 
much remains to be done to secure this end ; and, looking at the fiduciary 
relations between solicitors and their clients, this meeting considers that 
adjudication in bankruptcy against a solicitor should of itself operate as a 
suspension of his certiticate to practise, but with to the registrar of 
solicitors to renew such certificate if approved by the Discipline Committee 
of the Council.”’ “ 

Mr. Charles Ford will move: ‘‘ That there 5 Ao d no rape = 
the near future of any reform in regard to the Vacation, on 
the lines recommended by this society or otherwise, this meeting is of 
opinion that efforts should be made by the Council of the society to extend 
the present practice as to what is — Vacation business, and it is 
accordingly hereby referred to the Co to consider and report what 
class of business pending at the commencement of the vacation should be 
transacted in the law offices and before Long Vacation j a the 
vacation, which, if postponed till after the vacation, would by such y 
involve injury to suitors in his Majesty’s High Court of Justice; the 
Council at the same time to consider the question of whether such in 
should be a matter to be certified by counsel, such certificate not to 
to the trial in court of any cause or matter not vacation business under 
the existing practice, unless the vacation j accepts such certificate.” 

Mr. Harvey Clifton will ask: ‘‘ Whether the registrarships of the City 
of London Court (‘a county court ’) and also of the Cro; County Court 
are held by barristers, and’ oo if _ = fact is op — 25 
of the County Courts Act, 1888, whic ires registrars of county courts 
to be solicitors of the Supreme Court Also what steps the Council have 
taken or intend taking: to prevent further breaches of section 20 of the 
Court of Probate Act, 1857, in regard to appointinents of district registrars 
of the Court of Probate ?”’ 





The General Council of the Bar. 


The annual statement for 1902-3, which has just been issued, contains 
among other matter the following : 

Re Counsel Accepting Briefs from non-Sslicitors.—The Council have had under 
their consideration the following communication from a barrister : 

I think it would be of use to the profession if the Bar Council would be 
good enough to put on record their opinion on the enclosed questions. 
The reason is that clerks of councils who are not solicitors contend that 
they have the power to brief counsel and rely on section 259 of the Public 
Health Act, 1875. It may be that in regard to local inquiries they are, in 
a sense, right, for they are not 1 proceedings, a | . 
represent any other. Itdoes not follow, however, that cou are justified 
in accepting the brief. The consequence of the opinion entertained by 
the clerks is that briefs are often sent from the country by these lay clerks, 
and there is nothing to shew that they are not sohcitors, and very 
frequently there is no time to make inquiries, so that counsel a 
selves holding briefs on the ii of persons who are not solicitors. 
I found myself in that predicament this week, and am told thatit has 
happened on several occasions with other barristers. 

(1.) Are counsel justified in briefs to at local 
under the Local Government Acts, " blic Hi Acts, or the t 
Railway Act from clerks to local authorities who are not solicitors ? 

ts ee whe boahete cada eats ’ 

nt who is not a solicitor a 
“eThis matter havi been referred to the Professional Purposes Com- 
mittee by the Council was considered by that committee on the 9th of 
June, 1902. It arose out of a statement which appeared in the Sourcrrors’ 
Jovrnat on the 10th of , 1902, and which is as follows; “ The General 
Council of the Bar.—The dl have recently had under their considera- 


E 
: 


i 


tion the following questions submitted to them by a barrister: (1) Are 
counsel justified in accepting briefs to at local inquiries the 
Local Government Acts, the Public Hi Aots, or the Railway Act 
from clerks to local authorities who are not solicitors? Farther, can 


counsel accept a Parliamentary brief from & 

who is not a solicitor and who is acting for such a rhe 

Council have answered both the above questions in the affirmative.’ 

With regard to the first point raised by the foregoing statement the 

committee find that in June, 18M, the Bar Committee the 

Council whether a barrister would be in order in —s from a 

vestry clerk (uot a pga on a local inquiry, The . 

the opinion that it would be contrary to —< etiquette for a 

barrister to accept a brief from a person who is not a soliciter, In their 

opinion the rule hitherto is, that, exeept in the case of the 
»paration of a will or of the defence of a prisoner at the bar, and possibly 

fa certain other cases, a barrister is not entided to communicate with pao | 

client and receive fees from him | pene! ag = 1891 a case 

before the rong in “— a —_ 

Inner ‘Temple, who on 

abstract of he le, perused a conveyance, and answered requisitions made en 
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behalf of the purchaser. The matter was brought by the Council before 
the benchers, who severely censured the barrister and cautioned him as to 
his future professional conduct. It will be observed that this last-mentioned 
matter does not strictly come within the statement recently promulgated by 
the General Council of the Bar, but it appears to your committee tobe the same 
in principle. The committee cannot find that there is any custom or etiquette 
whivh it would be justifiable for a barrister to accept briefs on the local 
inquiries referred to from any pereon not duly qualified to practise as a 
solicitor. The existing division of labour between the bar and solicitors in 
contentious business is recognized by law, but in non-contentious business 
it for the most part depends in no way upon statute or common law, but is 
nevertheless a rule of etiquette which experience has established as very 
convenient, if not essential, for the conduct of business, and which has 
hi'herto been held binding on both branches of the profession. The 
i character of the busines conducted on local inquiries is no doubt 
not strictly contentious business transacted in court, but it may be said to 
be business which partakes of both characters—i.e., partly contentious and 
partly non-contentious. For these reasons the committee recommend that 
the Council should adhere to the opinion they have already expressed, and 
that a communication should be made to the General Council of the Bar to 
that effect. ‘With reference to the second point, the committee are of 
opinion that it is competent for counsel to accept a Parliamentary brief 
from a Parliamentary agent without the intervention of a solicitor. A 
Parliamentary agent is a duly qualified practitioner before Parliament ; by 
reason of his having signed the Parliamentary Roll, he renders himself 
amenable to the jurisdiction of both Houses of Parliament. 
The following correspondence has since taken place between the Council 
and the Incorporated Law Society : ; 
2, Hare-court, Temple, January 28th, 1903. 
Dear Sir,—In further reply to your letter of the 30th of June, 1902, 
enclosing a copy of a report adopted by the Council of the Incorporated 
Law Society on the 20th of June with reference to the question of couns+l 
aecepting brief from lay clients, I am now directed by the General Council 
of the Bar to say that they are much obliged for the report, and agree with 
the general principles enunciated therein. I am desired to add that the 
Bar Council in their report were dealing with two special questions which 
had ‘been referred to them, They are glad to observe that as regards 
the second question the Incorporated Law Society recognize that the rule 
applicable to litigious business in court does not apply. As regards the 
first question, the Bar Council regret that the Incorporated Law Socicty 
appear to hold a different opinion. In the view of the Bar Council the 
business referred to in the question is essentially different from contentious 
business in court, and they note that the Incorporated Law Society to a 
considerable extent recognize this difference.—I am, dear sir, yours 
faithfully, Hewny C. A. Brncwey. 
E. W. Williamson, Esq., Secretary, Incorporated Law Society. 
Law Institution, Chancery-lane, London, W.C., 19th March, 1903. 
Dear Sir,—Counsel accepting briefs from lay clients. —Your communica- 
tion of the 28th January last has been reported to the Council here. The 
Council wish me to state that they feel unable to alter the view expressed in 
ir report.—Yours faithfully, E. W. Wiiu1aMson, Secretary. 
H. C. A. Bingley, Esq., 2, Hare-court, Temple. 
Re The State of Business in the Appeal Court.—A Special Committee was 
i tovonsider and report to the Council upon the state of business 
in the Appeal Court, with a view of suggesting a remedy therefor. No 
has yet been received from the committee, and the Council under- 
stand that they considered it wise to postpone the consideration of the 
matter until there had been time to observe the extent to which the evils 
te po removed by the working of the Supreme Court of 
, ‘ 
Be The Long Vacation.—The Council have to report that they have received 
and adopted the following reports of the Business and Procedure Com- 
mittee re the alteration of the dates of the commencement and ending of 
the Long Vacation. (1) On the 10th of February, 1902, the following 
resolution was adopted the Council: “‘ That it be referred to the 
Business and Procedure ittee to consider and report what steps 
should be taken to carry into effect the resolutions adopted at the annual 
general meeting held in 1901, making the Long Vacation commence on 
the 1st-of August and terminate on the 12th of October.”” The committee 


F 


an 


having met and considered the above resolution, beg to report to the 
Coancil that in their opinion the best steps to take in the desired direction 
would be (1) to endeavour to obtain the support of the benches of 
tee four Inns of Court, and to mvite them to pass resolutions in 
fevour of the proposal that the Long Vacation should commence 
én the Ist of August and terminate on the 12th of October, and 
Ba ngewe With the Council of the Incorporated Law a 
@ view of obtaining their support to the said 


Assaming such revolutions to be passed, and such support obtalned, the 
committee recommend that communications be addressed to the Lord 
eeenmenme ee the Master of the Rolls and the Law 
e wish of the bar that the proposal may be carried 

into effect, and their assistance in ao proposed change. 
(2) The committee beg to refer to their report of March 21st, 1902, which 
wus adopted by the Council on June 9th, 1902, and referred back to the 
committee to carry into effect. ey have now to report that in pur- 
@uance of the instractions given to them by the Council they have been in 
communication with the benches of the Your Inns of Court and with the 
Council of the Incorporated Law Society in the endeavonr to obtain their 
to the resolutions at the annual general meeting of the 

: 4AM, in favour of the Vacation commencing on August 
2th. committee regret to say that 

the 


United Law Society. 


April 6.—Mr. C. H. Kirby in the chair.— Mr. Hastings-Lees, hon. s 

of the National Service League, moved : ‘‘ That universal military traming 
for Home Defence should be made compulsory.”” Mr. H. Dry 
Woodcock opposed. The speakers were ion. N. Tebbutt, E. S. Cor 
Sinclair, and W. 8. Glyn Jones. The motion was lost by three votes to one, 
The society will not meet on Monday next. The annual dinner of the 
society will ke held at the Hotel Cecil on the 22nd inst., when the Right 
Honourable Lord Justice Vaughan Williams will preside. The guests will 
include the Honourable Mr. Justice Kennedy, Sir Albert Rollit, M.P., and 
others. 





Solicitors’ Benevolent Association. 


The usual monthly meeting of the board of directors of this association 
was held at the Law Institution on the 8th inst., Mr. Grantham R. Dodd 
in the chair. The other directors present being: Sir George Lewis, Bart., 
Harris (Leicester), Richard Pennington, J.P., W. Arthur Sharpe, R. W. 
Tweedie, and J. T. Scott (secretary). 

A sum of £530 was distributed in grants of relief, two new members 
were admitted to the association, and other general business transacted. 








Companies. 


The Solicitors’ Law Stationery Society (Limited), 


The fourteenth annual general meeting of this society was held on 
Friday, the 3rd inst., at the society’s head offices, 22, Chancery-lane, Mr. 
Richard Pennington, J.P., in the chair. 

The report stated that the turnover had increased from £36,186 in 1901, 
to £38,770 in 1902, and that the profit of the year was £1,538 7s. 1d. 
against £1,301 12s. 2d. in 1901. 

The chairman, in moving the adoption of the report, stated that through 
the recent issue of shares the society had obtained many new shareholders, 
whose support it was anticipated would improve the position of the 
society. 

A dividend at the rate of 6 per cent. per annum free of income tax was 
declared, and the directors retiring by rotation, Mr. H. E. Gribble and 
Mr. E. F. Turner, were re-elected. 

The meeting closed with votes of thanks to the chairman, the general 
manager, and the staff. 








Legal N ews. 
General. 


An inquest was held on Wednesday, says the Times, upon Mr. Robert 
Burrow Harrison, LL.B., solicitor, ot Lancaster, who was fatally injured 
whilst playing forward for the Vale of Lune Rugby Club, of which he was 
secretary, against Malone Belfast on Easter Monday. fvidence was given 
to the- effect that the game was pleasantly conducted, and that Mr. 
Harrison’s death was purely accidental. 

The American Law Review is responsible for the following anecdote: 
“ Tickell, my client,’’ said an embarrassed barrister who stood up before 
a British judge to vindicate the rights of a lady client rejoicing in the 
name of Mrs. Tickell. Thereupon the judge smiled almost audibly, and 
the embarrassed barrister went Sack and began over again. ‘‘ Tickell, my 
client, my lord,’”’ said he. ‘‘ Tickle her yourself,”’ said his lordship ; ‘* you 
are better acquainted with her than I am.”’ 

At the rising of Court of Appeal No. 2, for the Easter Vacation, the 
Master of the Rolls said: I ought to state the result of these sittings in 
this branch of the court. At the commencement of these sittings there 
were 114 appeals a cg hearing, and we have disposed of all of them 
except a small num taken out of the list for various reasons, mostly 
with a view to compromise, and one a l, which is in the list to-day. 
We have also disposed of a small number of other appeals which have 
been set down since the beginning of the sittings. The result is that, on 
the Chancery side at least, the Court of Appeal is not in arrear. 
A Japanese woman, says Dr. Rokinchiro Masujima, in an address on 
Japanese law printed in the American Law Review, is free aud independent. 
She can be the head of a family and exercise the authority due to that 
position, even after marriage, unless her hutband take her place by agree- 
ment. She can exercise parental authority. If married, she is bound to 
support her husband. e can be a guardian or curator or member of 
family council. She can inherit, hold, and manage her separate property 
as settled by ante-nuptial arrangement. Property acquired before 
marriage, or in her name during coverture, belongs to her as separate 
operty. A husband manages the property of his wife, but she may do it 
ereelf if he is unable to do so; he may use its fruits while so doing, but 
she may, by application to the court, cause him to deposit a suitable 
security. He must ob'ain her consent for contracting a debt in her name, 
assigning her property, giving it as security, or letting it. 
The following are the arrangements for hearing Probate and Divorce 
cases during the Easter sittings: U matrimonial causes 
will be taken on T y, the 2ist, and Wi , the 22nd inst., 
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pafore the court itself will be taken on and after Thursday, the 23rd ‘inst, 
cases may also be taken in Court’ II. when Admiralty cases are not 
inted to be heard. Common jury causes will be taken on and after 
eredlay, the 7th of May. The cases may also be taken in Court I. when 
Admiralty cases are not appointed to be heard. A Divisional Court will 
ston Tuesday, the 5th of May. Motions will be heard in court at 11 
g’clock on Monday, the 27th inst., and on every succeeding Monday 
during the sittings, and summonses before the judge will be heard at 10.30 
op Saturday, the 25th inst., and on every succeeding Saturday during the 
sittings. Summonses before the registrars will be heard at the Probate 
Regia, Somerset House, on each Tuesday and Friday during the sittings 
at 11.30. 


The case of the disputed will of Robert E. Hopkins, recently decided by 
the Court of Appeals, presents, says the Albany Law Journal, some inter- 
esting questions on the subject of expert testimony. Mr. Hopkins, who 
died in 1901, had some ten years prior thereto made a will. When the docu- 
ment was opened it was found that it had. been cancelled by fourteen 
nearly perpendicular marks drawn across the letters of his name. Only 
me question was presented—viz., Whether Mr. Hopkins himself had 
cancelled the signature with the intention of revoking the will. The 
matter of expert testimony came before the court by reason of the fact 
that, at the trial of the case, David N. Carvalho, the handwriting expert, 
gave it as his opinion that the cancellation marks were not made by the 
ame hand which wrote the signature. Judge Haight, in his opinion, 
sys: “The general rule which admits of the proof of the handwriting of 
aparty by experts, who have compared the writing with other writings of 
the person, is founded on the reason that in every person’s writings there 
isa peculiar prevailing characteristic which distinguishes it from the hand- 
writings of every other person, and therefore an expert, by studying 
characteristics as they appear in the writings vf the person, may be able to 
determine with some degree of accuracy as to whether a writing sought 
to be proved contains any of the characteristics of that of which he has 
examined and studied. But mere perpendicular marks, or scratches, either 

ndicular or horizontal, over a signature for the purpose of cancelling 
it do not contain the characteristics necessary in the formation of letters to 
enable an expert or any other person to speak with any degree of certainty 
withreference to the identity of the person who made the marks.” 


The session of the Italian Parliament which is now being interrupted by 
the Easter Vacation was not, says the Rome correspondent of the Times 
altogether barren of results, of which the most important was the passage 
through its preliminary stages of the Bill on Judicial Reform. After a 
long debate, which concluded with a singularly able and eloquent defence 
of the measure by the veteran Premier, Signor Zanardelli, who was one of 
its movers, the Bill was unanimously approved by the Chamber of Deputies 
and referred to the special committee. The main principles of the Bill 
are the simplification of legal procedure, the improvement of the status of 
judges, and the liberation of the whole judicial system from political 
control. The improvement of the conditions of magistrates by a notable 
increase of salary is to be effected by a reduction in their number. At the 

nt moment the full list of judicial appointments amounts to 4,100 ; 
in future it will not exceed 3,000, or thereabouts. This will enable the 
Treasury to increase the pay of the remaining judges by at least a third. 
The reduction in the personnelof the magistrature will be made in the 
Tribunals and all other collegiate courts. Until now the Tribunal, besides 
being a court of first instance with wider competence than the Pretura, has 
also been a Court of Appeal from the decisions of the Pretore, and has been 
presided over by three judges. For the future only asingle judge will sit in 
the Tribunal, which, while it will be given an even wider competence as a 
court of first instance, will be no longer as a Court of Appeal. The 
number of judges who sit in the regular Courts of Appeal, at present 
five in each of the twenty courts, will be reduced. The Court 
of Assize, where it is a court of first instance, will also have a single judge 
in the place of the three which now preside in it; only when it becomes 
a Court of Appeal from the Preturas will it be used as-a collegiate court. 
There will also be a reduction in the number of judges in the Courts of 
Cassation, where at present the full sederunt is one of seven judges. It 
may be noted, by the way, that the first President of the Court of Cassa- 
tion, which is the highest Court of Appeal in Italy, receives the salary of 
15,000 lire, or £600 a year. The most important reform, however, is that 
which emancipates the judieature from the executive power. A magistrate 
will henceforth be immovable from his post, and will no longer be subject 
to‘arbitrary changes or be intentionally deprived of promotion. 








Court Papers. 


Supreme Court of Judicature. 
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Date Emercency <Aprpsat Covrr Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
4 Rora. No. 2. Kekewicu. Bryans. 
Monday, April ........ 20 Mr, Beal Mr. Farmer Mr. Godfrey Mr. Jackson 
Tuesday P Carrington King R. Leach Pemberton 
Pemberton Farmer Godfrey Jackson 
Jackson King R. Leach Pemberton 
R. Leach Farmer Godfrey Jackson 
Godfrey King R, Leach Pemberton 
Date Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr, Justice Mr. Justice 
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‘HIGH COURT OF JUSTICE—KING’S BENCH DIVISION. 
Masters rx Cuampers For Easter Srrtines, 1903. 


A to F.—Mondays, Wednesdays, Fridays, Master Lord Dunboyne; 
Tuesdays, Thursdays, Saturdays, Master Day. 

G to N.—Mondays, Wednesdays, Fridays, Master Chitty ; Tuesdays, 
Thursdays, Saturdays, Master Macdonell. 

O to Z.—Mondays, Wednesdays, Fridays, Master Archibald ; Tuesdays, 
Thursdays, Saturdays, Master Wilberforce. 


Practice Master. 


A Master will sit daily in his own room in accordance with the following 
rota to dispose of all Questions of Practice, Ex parte Applications, and 
General Business. 

Monday, Master Wilberforce. 

Tuesday, Master Lord Dunboyne. 

Wednesday, Master Macdonell. 

Thursday, Master Chitty. 

Friday, Master Day. 

Saturday, Master Archibald. 








The Property Mart. 


Sales of the Ensuing Week. 


April 22.—Mesers. Epwix Fox & Bg SFIELD, at the Mart, at 2:—In Two Lots, Invest- 
ment in first-class Bond-st of Freehold and Corporation 
Leasehold A (omen to Freehold Block of Premises covering the superficial area of 
12,000ft., extending from Bond-street . Hanover-square, the 
frontage to each ‘toe about 48ft. respectively.  Gellaieee, Messrs. Gray & a ay 
York.—City of London : oo Ground-rent of £270 per annum, arising from 

——20, Finch-lane, occu it position in this, the connecting ee 
between Cornhill ie-street. Solicitors, Messrs. C. W. Brown & Aylen, 

Leasehold , for investment, comprising Ten 

wn as Nos. 17, 19, 31, 35, 37, 39, 41, 48, 45, and 47, 

-viaduct and Farringdon n-street {Railway Stations ; 

per annum. Solicitors, Messrs. H. E. & Bury, London. (See adver- 
tisements, April 4, p. 5.) 

April 23.—Mr. Pexstxetox, on the Premises, at 3: The Freehold Property, known as the 
Albany Club, -on- , Situate on the most picturesque reach of the 
Thames, high above river level, and with eee ae ting nearly 1,000ft. to road 


and river, to over two acres of grandly-tim grounds.. In One or more 
Lots. Solicitors, Messrs. Harrison & Robinson, London. (See advertisement, 
April 11, p. 5.) 


April 24.—Messrs. E. & 8. Suitn, at the Mart, at 2:—Stoke Ni on: Shop Foopesty, 
ae ee, at rents amounting to £185 per annum. Goliditors Messrs. Boul 
& Sandeman, London.—Canonbury: Double-fronted Residence, rental cae 


£60, 42 years. Solicitors, Messrs. Andrew, Wood, Purves, & Sutton, London.— 
Hill: yom retital value £30, lease 94 years. Solicitor, w.o. 
Freeman, Esq., on.— Muswell Hill: 4 of Semi-detached, long leasehold Villa 


Prepes. Bos. Lowden ym eng Solicitors, Messrs. Pitchforth, King, & Heelis, London. 

“Stowwell il Hill : mone Building Land, situate in Alexandra-road, Sydney-road. 

4 ——— and Messrs. Hicks, Arnold, & Mozley, London.— 

Stecwcll" ‘i: Freeh Estate on the summit of the hill, with Semi- 
detached R 

ments, April 4, p. 5.) 


essrs. Curwen & , London. (See advertise- 
April 24.— a. Rersouvs & Easow, at the Mart, at 2: Well-secured Ground-rents at 





tt - fy ad ee. — Astley Roberts, 
-, London.—Leasehold Investment Shop 7 ington, prod a 
profit rental of £240 per annum Solicitor, W. Gar ia’ los Oe 
i this week, p. 3. 
Result of Sale. 
Reversiox, Live Pouicizs, asp Suares. 

Messrs. H. E. Fostex & Craxsvierp held their usual Fortnightly Sale (No. 737) of 
the above Interests at the Mart, E.C., on Thursday last, when the following Interests were 

sold at the prices named, the total realized being £3,580. 
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Educational Newspaper Co. - 32 Shares of 10s. each, fully paid ... _,, 








Winding-up Notices. 
London Gazette-—Fripay, April 10. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Lourep 1x CHancery. 


Send Sitcox, Liuurrep—Creditors are required, on or before April 30, a; , their 
es and addresses, aod the particulars of their debts or claims, to W. Bishop, 
High + st, Bridgwater, solor for the liquidator 
Braprorp Prorerty anp Investment Co, Lares — Creditor required, on or before 
May 31, to send their names and eran et see of their debts or claims, 
to Greaves & Greaves, Prudential bldgs, Ivegate, Bradford, Yorks, solors to the liquidator 
Brunswick Suirrixc Co, Lauitep (1y Votuntary ¥ Reruns sven) Coenen ae ruired, 
on or before May 14, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their 
debts or claims, to Humphrey Cranstoun Dickson, 8, India bldgs, Liverpool 
Contre Syypicare, Lawitev—Creditors’ are’ required, on or before April 24, —— their 
sonsse-aah aideesios, ene the pestisalons st thee athaees dietom te eee . Livesey, 
41, Finsbury pymt 


Forage, Liwtrep—Creditors are uired, on or before May 13, to send their names and 
addresses, and the ieulars of their debts or claims, to William Marsden Ri 
Alliance chambers, Horsefair st, Leicester Loseby & Son, Leicester, solors to liquidator 

Horer Merrorote, Bexaitt-on-Sea, Liuitep—Petn for winiing, up presented April 3, 

directed to be: heard April 28. Rumney, 17 and 18, Basioghall st, eolor for petner. 
Notice of appearing must reach the above-named not later than 6 o'clock inthe 
afternoon of April 27 

IvvincisLe Brick SynpicatTe, Limitep (1x Liquipation)—Creditors are required, on o 
before May 8, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or 
claims, to ‘Arnold Richards, 11, Ironmonger In 

Katecoor.uie AND Mount Sre Samvuet Proprietary, Liurrep —Creditors are 
ee re send their names and , and the particulars of 
and claims, to Henry Charles Emery, 15, George st, Mansion House 

Mv curyer-Wicé.ey Co, coeore ( ix Votuntary Liquipation) —Creditors are re uired, on 
or before May 30, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts 
and elaims, to Herbert Hall,Mulliner, Stoney Stanton rd, Coveatry. Shute & Swinson, 
Birmingham, solors to Liquidator 

New Simpson Cycre Co, Limirep—Creditors are required, on or before May 31, to send 
their names addresses, and the pone whey of their debts or claims, to Job2 Nightingale 
Derbyshire, Bentinck bldgs, Wheeler gate, Nottingham Clifton & Co, ‘Nottingham, 
to the liquidator 

Tamwoxtu Corree House Co, Lintep—Petn for seer wo di resented April 7, directed 
to be heard at the Court House, Co: ration st, Bi pril 23, at 10.30. Ryland 
& Co, 7, Cannon st, Bi ham, solors for the petners. Notice of sqputing must reach 
the above-named not later 6 o'clock in the afternoon of April 22 


London Gazette.—Turspay, April 14. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Limitzp 1x CHANCERY. 


A. H. Yeomans, Limitep (1x Votuxtary Liquipation)—Creditors are required, on or 
before May 19, to names and , and the particulars of their debts ot 
claims, to Frederick Gimblett, 4, Dane’s inn, Strand 

Exmouth axp Distaicr Water Works Co (1x ey ) —Creditors having an: = 
or demand are ore wee to send ulars, on ore: the 18th inst, to C. 

H. W. Crews, J T Foster, ro Eflett, the liquidators, 1 16, ig Hall chmbrs, eae 

Horepens® Morey Cxvs Co, ey Ee are required, on or before May.11, to 

send their names and addresses, and rticulars of their debts or elaims, to Joseph 
Wilson, Gedling rd, Carlton. Clifton & Nottingham, solors for liquidator 

Pioszer Power Co or Loxpow, Lassenn-<Geaiibelli ene required, on or before May 
28, to send their names and addresses, and the nate mt com of their debts or.claims, 
to Mr. F. W. Pixley, 58, Coleman st. Morse, Norfolk st, Strand, solor to liquidator 


uired, on 
debts 








Harrow 


Bankruptcy Notices. 


Lontlon Gazette.—Futwar, April 10. 


RECEIVING ORDERS, Pet A: 6 Ord 
Areis, Wiriux Dovorss, Newbury, Berks, Grocer | Herren, Joux ramus ane 
Newbury Pet March 2 Ord April 6 Leeds Pet A 


a Northiam, Sussex, Horse Dealer Hastings | 
Bovvr, Bexsamis 8, he ae Green, Builder High Court 
Pa @ Ord 


Besar, prnicn Joux Bins Norwich, vw p= 
Norwich Pet A 7 Ord A 


Court 


Geevitte, Cuatoxer Nortrumone Drvumsonp,’ Greenhill, | 

St Albans te ag we Ord A 

Haevy, Jouy, Ikeston, Derby 
A 


pril 8 
Heatn, Frevenic Ks Keetagieny Jobmaster High Court 


Headingley 
H E mo Oe Machi 
1Lt., EDwWArD, ley, 
We felegar "Pot Apel Ord i Mon, Grocer z Het March 20 Ord Apri 
; OPKISS, EREMIAH, 
Barurr, z, Ipewich Ipswich Pet April 6 Ord “a | neon 
Howim, Hexny, Coventry, Tailor Coventry Pet pon 4 
Ord April 4 
Ives, Aanoyx, Bedford, > saan Keeper Bedford Pet 
Aprils Ord 


| Jac a, omy East Sadia Dock a, Shipwright High 
17 Ord April 7 


Mitts, Fxayx,' Bexhill, Builder Hastings Pet March 
Ord April 8 


Pg Feevenick, Bradford, Stuff Merchant's Assistant 
Bradford Pet April 6 Ord April 6 

Moris, Atyrep Exyest, Knighton, motince, Grocer Leo 
minster Pet April? Ord April 7 

Noxvey, Isapecia, Ashford, Kent, Stationer 
Pet April 6 Ord April 6 


pril 6 
Derby Pet April 8 Ord 


, Leeds, Stockbroker Canterbury 


Pirt, Wititam, Kingston on Thames Anetioncar'e Gat 
“ty eal isteae “iicars pare ouke i High Court 
C ay ’ 
Pet April7 Ord April 7 Pet Web 26. Ord April 8 
Row canps, ey Trefechan, Aberstwyth, Joiner 
Aberystwyth Pet April7 Ord April 7 


| Sizcom, HF, Bwrettead, Lanes, Timber Merchant Salford 
Pet March 20 Ord A April7 


’s Cliff, Bene Bay, 


Berrus = Jous, iat, ‘eon Neath, sone n Plasterer Neath Tvre2e.,, Eouunp Ennnet, St G 
2 igh Cont oe er Ord Apel 6 wae 30 pell 8 Ord A gs Builder Canterbury Pet Apil? Ord April 
Cazrzs, Atrurp Exsret, B Brighton Pet “6 cate’ On Onl 6 * Boot Manufacturer Norwich | West, Boness) ¢ Queen b Kent, Licensed vue 
Apa] ¢ 7 Pet A Rochester Pet April 7 April 7 
i Wanenam, Re, Vauxhall Bridge rd, Theatrical 


Slama Hezseret, Dashwood House, New Broad # Ord ‘April 8 


Court Pet March 19 Ord 





Lewis, igs 16, ye Solicitor’s Clerk High Court Pet 
| tom, Howann, Derby, Boot Manufacturer Derby Pet 
6 


| Manager High heose Pet March 16 Ord Apes 
Wuexr.von, Joux Capseras, Moss Side, nr 
Manchester il 6 Ord April 6 


aeons Horney C "et Feb pril 6 
Dassty Fe i * ap Com, we | | Lawxert, pertegey gnee, Gaghias sf High Court Pet Wixrensuax, Caanres, Loodks, wilder Leeds Pet les 
Dessau al , Kensal March 7 April 7 
fet April 4 7 Ord A a a | pm re hy fambetent, Varner Carlisle Wows, Ly, W, Southsea Portsmouth Pet March 1 
. dons 6 Butler ¢ u 4 
ee On q7 sere, eee —_ vet 9 Locem, Wavrer Jous, Worthing, Wheelwright Brighton wee eet Tey hae gg he ‘ross Hotel, Strand, ry 
Trebovir ri, Paris Court High Court Pet Jan | Pet April 7 Ord 17 March 13 ' Ord March #0 
u April 4 | Manns, Hany avin Manks, Manchester Man- 
¥ Wstas an Pusesruas, Bortom, ee Stockton on Toes chester tek March 38 Ord April 6 : Amended notice substituted for that published im the 
on Teen Pe April 6 Ord p Mans, Wm 4 onan" Brecon, Grocer a London Gazette of April 7 : 
Linctla, Catter Tinton sean & Kxwron, Pritchett’s Winchmore Da ae yal Stretford, ur ' 
, Pot Apel ¢ | Metmerymen Rissonton eb darth $8 Onapele | we Dalldos  Galtord Pet Apell 6 Gat hee | 





Unper 
Ap 
Wanst 
2» 
Waitt 
Wise 
ll 
Win 
0 
Wuici 


Wm 





oe mine eee ee ree e 
















3 


Sold 


& eseee &. 


uired, on of 
eir debts or 


required, on 
‘their debts 
equired, on 
their debts 
& Swinson, 
31, to send 


Nighti 
ham, 


7, directed 
0. Ryland 
must reach 


red, on or 
ir debts or 


any claim 
X. . Carr, 
mouth 

May.11, to 
to Joseph 
fore May 


wr claims, 
lator 


March 8 
Assistant 
er Leo- 
nterbury 
rs Clerk 
gh Court 
Joiner 
Salford 
7 Bay, 
ctualler 
eatrical 
il2 
chester, 
#t April 
reh il 


Mining 
ch #0 


er, 
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FIRST oT eek 
nom 4 Bine <a, Pembroke, 
M Dockyard 8 at 12. 18 
sateen al, Poke Bes 
Ny Jd tractor 2lat2 
Off Rec, 35, Victoria st, Liverpool pril 
a rh Harry More, Wisbech, 
April 23 at 10 Court house, meg tee 


DSON, — Appleby, 1 aeerians oe Ridden 
paras, Tufton otel, Ay pleby 
Davigs, teh ‘WASHINGTON, yini, Carnarvon, 
Q 


pril 18 at 12 Crypt chmbrs, Eastgate 
row, Chester 


beouzs0%, Peter, Chorlton on Medlock, Manchester April 
Off Rec, Byrom st, Manchester 
oo, Joun Tomas, York, Butler - April 22 at 1.30 
Off Rec, The Red House, Duncombe pl, York 
Buus, Tuomas, Eastbourne, Builder April 20 at 2.30 
Messrs Coles & Son’s Offices, Seaside rd, Eastbourne 
bs py JosepH, Wandsworth rd, Bootmaker April 20 at 
24, way a) , London Bridge 
Wruas, yssul, Cardigan, Licensed 
April 18 at 12.15 _ Off Rec, 4, Queen ‘st, 
Humionp, Jouy, Southampton, Butcher April 20 at 3:30 
Off Rec, 172, High st, Southampton 
Hox, Hexry, Coventry, Tailor April 20 at 12.30 Off 
Ree, 17, Hertford st, Coven 
Jacques, JAMES ARTHUR, Lebberston, nr Filey, Innkeeper 
QM at 11.30 74, Newborough, Scarborough 
Kuuiy, Joun, West Kirby, Chester, Draper April 20 at 12 
» BD, 35, Victoria st, Li 'verpool 
LanasTarFr, PURVES Bolton, Fitter April 18 at 11 19, 
st, n 
MoCaea, Freperick Braprorp, Lowndes st April 21 at 12 
Bankruptcy bidgs, st 
MrrcHett, FREDERICK, ‘ota, Stuff Merchant’s Assist- 
ant April 22at3 Off Rec, "29, Tyrrel st, Bradford 
Quer, Tuomas, Bristol April 22 at 11.30 Off Kec, 26, 
Baldwin st, Bristol 
PEeyDLEBURY, Epwix Liscard, Chester, Mining Engineer 
putt, ‘ronas, Gunde, OW afechask "Ape 2 
—% er p a 
3 Of Rec, 25, John st, Sunderland 
tee, Tuowas | WILLIAM Brighton, Ironfounder April 
Wat2.30 Off Rec, 24, Railway app, London Bridge 
<5 Gran, St any, Bah Canterbury April 22 at 
Bale, Jouy, he ee Durham, Brick Manufacturer 
2at3 Off Rec, 8, Albert rd, Middlesbrough 
Smons, Harry, Ystalyfera, Glam, Labourer April 22 at 
1.45 Off , Alexandra rd, Swansea 
Srvsss, Rosert, Canklow, nr Rotherham April 22 at 
li Off Rec, Figtree ln, Sheff 
SorcLiFFE, Joun, Neath, Glam, Painter April 22 at 12.15 
Off Rec, 3 1, Alexandra rd, Swansea 
eet prem TuHacker, Beccles, Suffolk, Grocer 
April 20 at 12.30 Off Rec, 8, King st, Norwich 
Warsurton, Joun, Hyde, Cheshire, Pork Butcher April 
Mat 2.30 Off Rec Byrom st. st, Manch chester 
Warre, Wi Wintsas, T ghotiet P Pearl Dealer April 22 at 11.30 


BLUNSDEN, 


— 
Vi 


Figtree ln, Sheffield 
Witsoy, Row LAND, Arkholme, Lan cs, Grocer April 18 at 
11.30 Off Ree, "16, Cornwallis -% rrow in Furness 


WInTerury, CHARLES, See Builder April 22 at 11 
Off Rec, 22, Park row, 

Waicut, Joux, etm, Norfolk, Painter April 18 
at 12.30 Off Rec, 8, King st, No: rwich 
Amended notice substituted for that. -rpceee in thé 

London Gazette of Ap: 

Wmre.zy, Tuomas, Huddersfield, Woollen Manufacturer 

April 21 at 3° Of Ree, Prudential bldgs, New st, 


Huddersfield 
ADJUDICATIONS. 


Ausorr, Atsert Avueustus, Birmingham, Hard 
Dealer — Pet March 23 Ord April 6 
Asuwonz, Antoor Hauisurton, Henry Lass. ASHMORE, 
and Hexry Becxwitn Aoumoas, Mincing In, Mer- 
conic High Cour; Pet March Ord April 6 
Arserton, ALFRED, Moses Gate. "ie Bolton, Builder 
Bolton Pet March 17 Ord April 7 
Banzy, Josxpu, Ashton, Preston, Commercial Traveller 
Preston Pet March 18 Ord April 6 


a. Wituam Henry ao, Mon, Grocer 
Pet spat Ord Apri 
Bava, Grorar, wich Treg | Pet April 6 Ord 
Burret, , Joun Jex, Norwich, * oad 
ufacturer Norwich Pet ‘April 7 On A 
Canter, ALFRED pon oe Brighton, Baker Bri = Pet 
7 Ord April 7 


mses, Au¥reD Taomas, Lower Clapton y ‘pees 
Draper High Court Pet March 24 Ord A 

Durrant, Joun Tuomas, York, Butler York oy April 7 
Ord April 7 


Fisroner, WitL1AM not ag ge ary nr Stockton on Tees, 
Deakins Stes ton on Tees Pet April 6 Ord April 6 
eg = WE monas, Lincoln, Carter Lincoln Pet April 4 


Garvitin, CuaLonzn Nontumore hy muon», Harrow St 
Albans Pet April 6 Ord April 6 

Hanvy, Jons, Ilkeston, Daty, Furniture Dealer Derby 
Pet April8 Ord A 


Beara, Farpenicx, Kennington, Job Master High Court 


Pet April 6 Ord A 
ATLEY, MARSHALI on 4 Whitley Bay, Northumber- 
+ Pom 7 anna Neweastle on Tyne Pet March 5 


Bars, J Bremare, Faptlingle y, Stock Broker Leeds 
Pet Apri Ord A 


Hx, Joux. Waste ile End rd, Pork Butcher High 
March 25 Ord April 7 
Hounaxy, James Peacock, Brixton, Journalist High 


Pet Feb 8 Ord April 7 
Houioway, Gronar, Kingston on Thames, Wholesale 
> ye Kingston, Surrey Pet Feb 25 Onl 





nee Shop |. 


. SYSTEM OF 











Ow Enxaixz axp Hatrizip Pump. 


MERRYWEATHERS’ > 
WATER SUPPLY 


FIRE PROTECTION 


7 


‘to ESTATES, &c. 


eports Prepared, 
Water Found, 
Pumps Fixed. 








Write for Pamphiet. 


On up-to-date Principles. 





ELECTRIC LIGHTING 


on Merryweathers’ Safe System. 








MERRYWEATHERS, 
68, LONG ACRE, 


LONDON, W.C. 











Sore, Pewee, Coventry, Tailor Coventry Pet April 4 
Ives, Aa, Bedfo Ley Beerhouse Keeper Bedford Pet | 
April 


we. eh Soar, PNeath,  ameaeeen Plasterer nett | 
Pet April 8 Ond April 8 
coms —- — Ona A aie Boot. Manufacturer Norwich 
6 


ke Newington, Dairy Foreman High 
et hterch 80 Ord April 7 
Litre, Witten Wigton, Cumberland, Farmer Carlisle 
Pet April3 Ord April 7 
Luckin, Wattrr Joan, esting, Wheelwright Brighton 
Pet A: Ord A} 





Kuewend 
Court 


7 pril 8 
Mancvs, Purr, Old ee, “pone st, Tailor High 
Court Pet Nov 24 Ord A 
Marxs, Harry, and Davip as, Manchester Man- 
chester Pet March 18 Oni A: 
Mavupe, a ee, oneal y Ne Victualler 
Li 
aoe AR ell Brecon, Grocer Tredegar 


MEEs, yer Cric 
Pet April? Ord April 7 
inoienian bd, Bradford, Stuff ~ 1 omen s Assist- 
ant Bradford Pet April 6 ‘Ord April 
Hednor, Grocer 


Morris, Atrrep Ernest, a, 
Pet April 7 Ord April 7 , 
Morris, Marcorm Srarrorp, Bristol, Butcher Bristol 
Pet March 24 Ord April 6 
ae Tuomas, = Sussex, Inventor Brighton 
et Feb 20 Ord April 8 
eau "Cuan, Gry , Essex, Seaman Instructor Chelms- 
ford Pet April "Ord April 6 
— pt ad JAMES, Licensed Vic- 
tualler 


Dalston In, 
gl Court Pet Feb 27 Ord April 7 
Pitt Metre Bogs Auctioneer’s Clerk 


Peon Pet ‘April a Ord 4 id 
pr 
Bares. | nic, Rhaftecbury ft Iuone & of Foreign 


High Court March 21 April 7 
ene inn + = An ter, Somerset, Job Master Bridg- 





uses Baxtey, AP Georg’: Cf, Herne Ba 
Tenants DMUND ERNEST 8 Herne Bay, 
uilder Canterbury Pet April? Ord April 7 
waa Joux, Hyde, chines, Journeyman Pork 
Butcher Ashton under Lyne Pet March 20 Ord 


April 6 
Ween Ieee. Pet Apel “Ord Apel 7 Licensed Victualler 
Rochester Pet April 7 


Wueepor, Joun Currsriax, Moss abide, 
Oa Manceester ng ag Ord “April 7 
Wuairraker, Henny, and Porter Bottler 
Burnley Pet Aprill Ord Apri 7 
beta pee oe CHARLES, Builder Leeds Pet April 
7 
Amended notice substituted for tha: * - rasa in the 
ondon Gazette of A 
Norman, Dicottend 


Davisox, Henry Manchest 
8 tive Builder Pet April. 4 Ord ‘April r 


ADJUDICATION ANNULLED AND RECEIVING 
ORDER RESCIND ED. 


Lumspen, Gassee m » Ainge a, 
Law Reo Ord 
19, ‘oot Meo Annul April 8, 1908 


London Gasette.—Tunspay, April l4, | 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 
Cant, Cosme, Deieee, Ipswich, Baker Ipswich Pet | 
uz 


Barrister at 
4, we 9 Adjud Sept 





Horan, Jeanna, Ammanford, Carmarthen, Tea Dealer 
on Pet April? Ord April 7 


Davee peas 
Pet 


Oni April 9 


| Peni fous Jous, Rr bey Broce, 


Huse damm, 
| a ee 
tt, 


Farmer Merthyr Tydfil 
Farmer Exeter Pet 
Ord April 6 


Jomxson, Jonny Tuomas, Burton on Trent, Secretary to a 
Publie Company Burton on Trent Pet April9 Ord 
9 


Jowgs, Hven, Lianddanielfab, Anglesey, Agent 
Pet April 9 Ord April 9 
Lepgness x, Ropert Mfr Halifax, Farmer Halifax 


Hixegs, Fiees, Broad: q 
6 


April® Ord April 9 
Merebira, Jous James, Stamshaw, > gma Baker 
Portsmouth Pet April 8 Ord 
Regs, Davin, Treharris, Glam, hi Keeper 


ouse 

Merthyr Tydfil Pet 9 Ord April 9 

Ruspy, Ratra, , Glass ae Yorks, Grocer Wakefield 
pa Sheffield, General Dealer 


Pet April9 Ord Q 
Wituramsoy, Davin Farmer Lincoln 
Pet April8 Ord April8 
Wrystanxtey, Tomas A, aoe Sharebroker Oldham 
Pet March 27 Ord April 8 
Amended notice substituted for that published in the 
London Gazette Gazette of April 10: 
pot Manufacturer Norwich 


Swirt, 


Keir, Cuar.es, No 
Pet April6 Ord 


FIRST MEETINGS. 


Auusorr, ALBERT Avevstvs, Birmi 
Dealer April 2% at Uo 174, 


Bawa: Groren, Ipswich April 22 at 2 36, Princes st, 


Burrett, Frepvsaicxk Joun Jex, Norwich, Horse Hair 
Manufacturer April 22at3.30 Of Rec, 8, King st, 


Norwich 
Cant, Cuartes Darvas, Ipswich, Baker April 2 at 2.90 
Princes 


Carrer, ALFRED vest, Brigh 
of 4, Pavilion 


, General Goods 
ion st, Bir- 


Yorks, Machine Maker Alpril 
at 3 “Off Ree, 29, Tyrrel sty Bradford 
Hom Fanwre, Bari Shilton, Leicester April 2 at 12.90 
or 1, Berridge st, Leicester 


Jouxson, Magri Sura, Buikler April 33 at 


11.90 4, Railway 

Kny, CO Hae Ringo, ere April 2 at 
KIN, WALTER sous, W Sarees Apall 2 
at 11,90 Off Reo, 


Roaget a 
.EET SE See ‘Ape 33 at 





Tya, Clothier dere Ty | Rens Sous basse Ber, CE Cale Aye 2 
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Sizcom, Henry Furze, Stretford, nr Manchester, Timber 
erchant April 22 at 2,30 Off Rec, Byrom st, Man- 
ester 


Stanton, Tuomas Henry, Birmingham, Boot Dealer April 
22ati11 174, Corporation st, Birmingham 
TasBRaAHAM, Josiau, Speldhurst, Kent, Miller 
12 24, Railway app, London Bridge 
TAyLor, Wittram Epwar p, Clewer, Berks, 
23 at12 9%, Temple chmbrs, Temple av 
Tyrrett, Epuusp Ernest, St George's Cliff, 


April 24 at 
Builder April 


Herne Bay, | 


Builder April 23 at 12.20 Off Rec, 68, Castle st, | 
Canterbnry 
Urpuam, Grorce, Merthyr Tydfil, Coal Merchant April 23 


at12 135, High st, Merthyr Tydfil 
ADJUDICATIONS. 


Baker, Bens amin, jun, Dudley, Worcester, Grocer Dudley 
Pet March 19 Ord April 9 


Caxt, Cuartes Danes, Ipswich, Baker Ipswich Pet 
April7 Ord April 7 
Earvey, Frepericx, Tunbridge Wells, Florist Tunbridge 


Wells Pet April4 Ord April 9 


CONTINUOUS 















C 
ase 
~ REV 
m 
= . —_ 
S 
z or 
D : Cy 19, Li 
fe 
9 
WOLVERHAMPTON. TH 
39 & 141, CANNON STREET, EC. 








Evans, Joux, Pant Cwmdwr, Lliywel, Brecon, Farmer 
Merthyr Tydfil Pet April9 Ord April 9 
Evans, Tuomas, Tilston, nr Malpas, Chester, Publican 
ester Pet Feb14 Ord April 9 
Hires, James, Broadclist, Devon, Farmer Exeter Pet | 
April6 Ord April 6 \ 
Jounstox, Jonx Taomas, Burton on Trent, Secretary t> a | 
Public Company Burton on Trent Pet April9 Ord | VICTORIA WORKS, 
April 9 Baa nahh i va 
Joxes, Huon, Llanddanielfab, Anglesey, Commission | 
Agent Bangor Pet April9 Ord April 9 } 





Keir, Joux, West Kirby, Cheshire, Draper Birkenhead | 





og Cae See iawn te 
ce 0 Ww alifax s e alifaz nitte F; | 

Lavcock, 9 Ord rita, Halifax, Farmer Halifax | as further experience desired ; pet Conveyancer ; salary 

Mezspitu, Joux James, Stamshaw, Portsmouth, Baker | Secondary cons sideration.—F., 33, Boscastle-road, N.W. 
Portsmouth Pet April8 Ord April 8 

Mornrts, Joszrn, South Shields Newcastle on Tyne Pet 


YUCCESSION. —A_ Solicitor, established 


Nov12 Ord April 9 
Rees, Davin, Treharris, Glam, Refre shment House Keeper 
Merthyr Tydfil Pet April 9 Ord April 9 


Rissy, Raves, Glass Hi oughton, "Yorks, Grocer in confidence), 


Wakefield | fessional Practice.—Address 



















































| 
| 
| 
| 


some years, and having a West-end office, would be | 


willing to Treat for the Succession to, or ‘Transfer of, Pro- | 
Lex, care of | 


Pet April9 Ord April 9 R. Seymour, Accountant, 39, Victoria-street, 8.W. 
Rosissos, Jon, Billingham, Durham, Brick Manufacturer 
Stockton on Tees Pet March 16 Ord April 8 RECENTLY Admitted Solicitor, in 25th | 
Swirr, Ricnasp, Darnall, Sheffield, General Dealer 7 ? 
Sheffield Pet April9 Ord April 9 year of age (clergyman’s son), Seeks a Clerkship 
Swixetee, Amos, Leicester, Baker Leicester Pet March with Salary in a well-established office, with a view to | 
24 Ord Api9 ji tila “t March | Partnership in time (moderate i available) ; Lenton | 
aaa =a , a eee ay ee or Country, but Country preferred ; general experience wit 
ear, Fak be ¢ Marz bis Oot Axcies eer's Assist- | country firm of good standing and large business, especially | 
Wru1amsox, Daviv, Fiskerton, Lincoln, Farmer Lincoln | Conveyancing ; excellent references.—Address, A. A. C. T., | 
Pet April 8 Ord April 8 F Jie ap OP tae 15, Eaton-gardens, Hove, Sussex. 
- F >: 7 - | 
Amended notice = ed for that published in the - | 
Lond tte of April 10: T°? PARENTS and GUARDIANS. — 4A | 
. os WM ¥ ae ae ett Solicitor, practising in a rising town on the South | 
nee Ape v md Apa es Nee Coast, has a Vacancy for an Articled Clerk; moderate | 
ae aoe esos a = —— premium. —Address, Lex, “ Solicitors’ Journal” Office, 27, 
— . ¥ Chancery-lane, W.C. 
ARTNERSHIP.— Share in Provi incial : 
siness Required by member o c r + 
jE gems mee ln he reremhercte yp apt ma I AW.—GREAT SAVING. — For prompt | 
London bank pr Brgprhns High serena 4 payment 25 per cent. will be taken off the following | 
banker's and othé en and ¢ xpected ; preliminary | ¥™ ng charges :— a 
clerkship of six m s not objected to.—Applr, Brook ent . ae 
, ° Abstracts Copied 0 8 per sheet. 
r “itor, Ch os ts s I oes oes I y 
Roeons, Seller, eee, She, Bot. Briefs and Drafts ose «» 2 3 per 20 folios. 
%O CAPITALISTS. —A Merc hant, well Deeds Round Hand ,,, én 0 2 per folio. 
known and old e shed, financially sound, Desires cay Abstracted . : per =. 
“den t et eaateaaatin, the ull Copies 02 per folio. . 
Fineweially Sart a ‘n ae % with someone to! PAPER” Foolsap, 14.” per sheet; Draft, 4d. ditto; 
Company ; the ver ven, and strictest | P2tchment, 1s. 6d, to 3s. 6d. per skin. 
inquiry coveted ; ones Neaaneen KERR & LANHAM, 13, a ester-rents, Chancery- 
teed if sufficient k; financial isiness ane, W.C 
all he c g » mm l. of wh 
somal; basloess Saaten; prin isin OLIC! TORS, Sitknen, Trustees, and 
their solicitors on s he ng Ae rfectly bond | 2 _Owners generally of Freehold or Leasehold Properties 
fide, no tees will bx paid by Saeenl iser.—Addres«, Box 4&3, | 10r Sale in Town or Country can find an immediate pur- 
‘care of “ Solicitors’ Journal,” 27, Chancery-lane, W.( chaser by sending full A pertio ulars to Retinep, 43, Pyrland- 
road, London, N. Condition as to gepair immaterial. 











Being actual purchaser, no commission required. 


STRICH FaamINS. — An exce pea 

















opportunity « yw a Gentleman Desiring Out- | a eee . 

door paater9 ra ke up a Partner ay: p in valuable | MADAME AUBERT’S GOVERNESS and 
Property for Out Farming, situated on the » res of a | SCHOOL AGENCY (Established 1880), 139, 
lake, in the enltheiont part of the Kast Afr ican Protectorate, | Regent-street, W.—Hesident, Daily, and Visiting Gover- 
and within easy acx to a station on the Uganda R | nesses, Lady Professors and ‘Teachers, Répétitrices 
big game hunt £3,000 required for 1 | Chaperons, Companions, Lady House skeepers English anc 

Applr, in the ret instance, AVEiCAa, care | Foreign) introduced for, British Isles and Abroad ; Schools 
Wa ker’s Advertix gency, 24, Coleman-—treet, EA "| and Educational Homes recommended. 


DGE*CO0 


FIDE 
LIMITED. 


PARTING C0 










= PARTRIDGE & COOPER 


THE WHEEL COPYING PRESS 


| tn all Sizes and Qualities. Prices from 25/- each. 
This Press is much easier to handle than the 
ordinary Beam Press. 





Illustrated Catalogue Post “Fre. 





OFFICE SUPPLY DEPARTMENT L. &., 
1 and 2, CHANCERY LANE, E.C. 


SCHOOL $ {iP 





L SHIP ‘CONWAY’ 


LIVERPOO 

FOR TRAINING 

YOUNG OFFICER 
to secome OFFICERS 
An THe MERCANTILE NAVY, 
FOR PROSPECTUS APPLY TO 
THE CAPT, AT.MILLERR.N, 


















—~ —_—— a ee 


§ RBA 


Si 





— Members of the LEGAL Pin Lally 
are respectfully requested ta kindly Reaom- 
mend eur Fiem to Executors and others 
requiring Valuations. 


LONDON, W. 
ESTABLIGHED 1772. 


VALUATIONS 
_ SPINK & SONY 


1&2, GRACECHURCH STREET, CORNHILL, E.C., and 17 & iy PICCADILLY, 





ae) 























